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ABSTRACT
Discretionary time, that is, time not constrained by work activities that can be used at one's own 
discretion, is an important welfare resource, providing opportunities for social and political 
participation, rest, and recreation. Contrary to the optimism of earlier sociological literature that 
predicted a 'leisure revolution' driven by economic progress and technological automation in the 
workplace and the household, recent years have seen discretionary time becoming a key social 
policy concern, following numerous claims regarding the spread of a 'time famine' in Western 
societies (Hochschild 1997; Schor 1991).
Providing access to the most accurate and detailed representative data on time allocation, 
time use surveys constitute a unique source of information for the study of discretionary time. 
However, the majority of existing time use analyses have focused on aggregate trends over time, 
and on the reconciliation of work and family responsibilities of working couples. Explicit 
investigations of the distribution and uses of discretionary time remain less common, despite the 
increasing diversity in working time and family circumstances in Western societies.
This thesis rectifies this omission by examining temporal inequalities in contemporary 
Britain, with a focus on free time, leisure engagement, and sleep duration. Empirical analyses 
capitalise on the 2000 UK Time Use Survey, which is the most recent time use survey conducted in 
the country. Multivariate logistic regression techniques are applied to examine the influence of 
work and family on different temporal inequalities.
A conceptually-grounded and gender-sensitive measurement of time poverty is advanced, 
documenting gender and class inequalities in the command of free time resources of British 
workers that were missed by previous measurement approaches. The research moves beyond the 
focus on time poverty's socio-economic correlates, and examines its associations with 'active' 
leisure and social participation, evidencing the validity of the proposed measurement, and showing 
that the value of free time varies according to whether it becomes available on a weekday or a 
weekend day.
The thesis also provides the first examination of the association of short sleep with 
occupational and family circumstances, showing that gender differences in sleep are partly
explained by men's stronger labour market engagement, and highlighting the influence of 'adverse' 
occupational circumstances on sleep patterns. Finally, an investigation of the relationship of free 
time with leisure participation for a sample of economically inactive people over 60 finds that the 
relinquishment of work roles has a gradual detrimental effect on men's leisure, and demonstrates 
that an increase in free time does not automatically coincide with higher participation.
This thesis' contribution is both methodological and substantive: Measurement of temporal 
inequalities is improved, and novel categories in the study of work-life balance are introduced. 
Additionally, new insights concerning the influence of the temporal organization of the British 
labour market and of gender inequalities on non-work domains are generated.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Discretionary time as a primary good and a welfare resource
Recent years have witnessed a broadened theoretical conceptualization of deprivation as an 
intrinsically multi-dimensional phenomenon consisting of both monetary and non-monetary aspects 
(Nolan and Whelan 2010) that overlap, interact, and accumulate, affecting individuals' ability to 
participate and maximize their own human potential (Esping-Andersen 2000; Sen 1982, 1993). An 
integral part of this development towards a 'holistic' approach to deprivation was the 
acknowledgement of citizens' right to exist in a 'socially meaningful way', with a resulting 
emphasis on the importance of a wide range of intellectual, recreational and aesthetic needs 
(Boltvinik 1997; Chambers 1983; Sen 1993; Townsend 1979), which moved away from earlier 
understandings of poverty narrowly focused on basic subsistence (Rowntree 1908). This 
conceptual shift coincided chronologically with the advent of affluent post-industrial societies that 
left the previous world of unremitting toil and effort behind, generating an increased preoccupation 
with more refined 'higher' needs relating to ideas of autonomy, dignity, happiness, self-control, and 
fulfilment (Dumazedier 1967; Gershuny and Fisher 2000). Terms like social inclusion, well-being, 
quality of life and non-monetary livelihood soon came to act as metaphors for the absence of 
subsistence poverty and became predominant in scientific and social policy discourse, which now 
aimed to identify the resources that were essential for a 'long, healthy, and creative life' (Maxwell
1999). This shift had subsequent implications for the empirical study of poverty too, casting doubt 
on the adequacy of the so-called money-metric indicators (income and expenditure) to accurately 
measure and capture the complexity of the phenomenon (Ringen 1988), and generating a growing 
interest in the study of non-monetary measures of welfare and their incorporation in indices of 
well-being and social exclusion (for example see Atkinson et al 2002; Atkinson, Marlier, and Nolan 
2004; Mack and Lansley 1985; Nolan and Whelan 2007; Sen 1993).
Identifying which life dimensions and objective conditions are crucial for individual and 
societal well-being has thus far proved to be a burdensome and complex task for the social sciences 
(Iwasaki 2007). With the concepts of social participation and health at the core of well-being 
accounts, discretionary time, that is, non-work' time that can be used at one's own discretion, is one
1 I am using the term work to refer to both paid (i.e. employment) and unpaid (i.e. domestic) work activities. It should 
also be noted that in this introductory chapter the terms non-work time, discretionary time, free time, and leisure time are
of the few areas of life that is deemed central for well-being by the vast majority of scientific 
experts (McAllister 2005, 6). A series of philosophical and theoretical accounts have previously 
conceptualized non-work time as a 'primary good' in itself, suggesting that its distribution in 
society should be made according to principles of justice (Bryson 2007; Fitzpatrick 2004; Fraser 
1997; Marshall 1961/1890; Rawls 1999). Providing opportunities for participation in leisure 
activities and social life, as well as for rest and recuperation, discretionary time can also be 
understood as an important welfare resource, and a crucial component of the capability to enjoy 
individual, family and community life, and to engage in valued activities (Hobson 2011; Vizard and 
Burchardt 2007). Indeed, the right to rest and leisure is safeguarded by the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (UN 1948, para. 24), which also notes the importance of periodic holidays and 
reasonable limitations to contracted working hours. The Organization of Economic Co-operation 
and Development has also long identified time and leisure among its primary concerns alongside 
key issues like employment and command over goods and services (OECD 1976), and has 
conducted studies that aim to construct leisure time-adjusted GDP measures in order to monitor 
national differences in the availability of non-work time (for example see Boarini, Johansson, and 
D'Ercole 2006; Giovannini, Hall, and D'Ercole 2007). In a similar vein, non-work time has been 
included in other multidimensional indices of well-being such as the Genuine Progress Indicators 
(GPI) (Cobb, Halstead, and Rowe 1995), the Swedish national welfare measurement approach 
since the early 1960s (Erikson and Uusitalo 1986; Nolan and Whelan 2010, 3), and the more recent 
Poverty and Social Exclusion project funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in the UK (Silver 
2007, 5). In the ongoing nationwide project of the Office for National Statistics (ONS) for the 
measurement and monitoring of national well-being in the UK, work-life balance and free time for 
creative, cultural and social non-work activities have been identified as areas of central concern by 
both social researchers and the public (ONS 2011).
The significance of non-work time and activities has been considered by a long series of 
philosophers and social theorists, while leisure-associated positive outcomes have been 
documented by an impressive amount of empirical research. Beginning from Aristotle, who was the 
first thinker to articulate a concise philosophy of leisure, non-work time has been regularly hailed 
as an important political resource, which constitutes the key arena for individual development and 
for the political prudence of the citizenry (Giulia 2000; Hemingway 1988). During a historical time 
when work could only be equated with hard physical labour, free time was accorded utmost 
importance by Aristotle, as it provided an opportunity for 'true leisure', an ideal use of time 
characterized by engagement with intellectual and self-enhancing virtuous activities. Similar views 
about the political benefits of a 'proper' active use of discretionary time have been expressed in 
other theoretical accounts, such as More's Utopia and De Grazia's contemporary treatise of leisure
often employed interchangeably. Chapter 2 discusses this thesis' definitions o f these terms in more detail.
(De Grazia 1962; More 1966/1516). With the more recent prevalence of De Tocquevillian notions 
of democracy, leisure practices such as participation in voluntary associations as well as in less 
formal social networks, have been linked with the concepts of social capital and active citizenship 
(Hemingway 1999; Rojek 2005). Indeed, by identifying 'passive* indoor leisure and particularly 
television viewing with the erosion of social networks and Americans' weakened formal and 
informal civic engagement, Putnam (2000) also accepted the potential of an 'active' use of non­
work time for the strengthening of social ties and connectivity, and for increasing social trust and 
cohesion. Similar ideas about the importance of disposable time for political participation and 
social citizenship have been expressed by feminist scholars (Bryson 2007; Bums, Schlozman, and 
Verba 2001; Fraser 1997; Robeyns 2005), that view its equal distribution as a central tenet of 
gender equity.
Other than its significance for political participation and community well-being, non-work 
time is also crucial for its contribution to people's physical and mental health. A considerable 
number of empirical studies have demonstrated the strong association between participation in 
'active' physical leisure or other outdoor pursuits with lower levels of both subjective and objective 
ill health (for example see Agahi and Parker 2008; Brown et al. 2000; Caldwell 2005; Cuypers et 
al. 2011; Iso-Ahola 1994; Iwasaki, Zuzanek, and Mannell 2001; Konlaan, Bygren, and Johansson 
2000; Morseth et al. 2010; Savela et al. 2010; Tardon et al. 2005; Wankel 1994; Wilkinson et al. 
2007). Research has also corroborated the importance of social, physical, and cultural outdoor 
leisure activities for stress reduction (Caltabiano 1994; Iwasaki 2001; Iwasaki et al. 2005; Rook 
1987; Trenberth, Dewe, and Walkey 1999), and for diminishing anxiety and depression (Brown et 
al. 2005; Dupuis and Smale 1995; Iso-Ahola and Mannell 2004; Lawlor and Hopker 2001), issues 
of particular importance for citizens in paid employment. Furthermore, leisure engagement has 
been found to make negative life events easier to cope with (Kleiber, Hutchinson, and Williams 
2002), as it acts as a source of self-restoration. Directly associated with discretionary time, the 
sense of personal control over one’s daily life is also positively correlated with better health 
(Eriksson, Rice, and Goodin 2007; Marmot 2004; Pulkkinen, Kokkonen, and Makiaho 1998).
However, it is not only through participation in 'active' leisure pursuits that non-work time 
contributes to health. Sleep, another activity that takes place during non-work time and constitutes 
another research focus of this doctoral thesis, is also functional for health and well-being. Lack of 
sleep and other sleep problems, which can be potentially caused by increased work responsibilities 
and time pressure, can have a detrimental impact on health and significantly increase chronic 
fatigue levels, as evidenced by more than 1000 biological and epidemiological studies (Bonnet
2000). For example, short sleep durations are associated with chronic disorders (Spiegel, Leproult, 
and Van Cauter 1999), including diabetes, cardiovascular diseases and hypertension (Ayas, White,
Manson et al. 2003; Ayas, White, Al-Delaimy et al. 2003; Cappuccio et al. 2010; Gangwisch et al. 
2006; Gottlieb et al. 2005; Mallon, Broman and Hetta 2005), weaker immune responses (Irwin et 
al. 1996), obesity (Gangwisch et al. 2005), and self-reported poor health (Steptoe, Peacey, and 
Wardle 2006). Epidemiological research has also documented a strong link of short sleep durations 
with mortality and morbidity (Heslop et al. 2002; Kripke et al. 2002). Additionally, sufficient and 
good quality sleep is particularly important for workers' productivity and performance (Bonnet 
2000; Pilcher and Huffcutt 1996), for their health and safety in the workplace (Akerstedt et al.
2002), and when driving to and from work (Connor et al. 2002; Home and Reyner 1995; Philip and 
Akerstedt 2006; Stutts et al. 2003). Lack of sleep can also have wider societal implications: 
According to the UK's Driving and Vehicle Licensing Agency, 20 per cent of motorway accidents 
are due to lack of sleep, and each year approximately 300 people are killed due to excessive 
sleepiness while driving (Home Office 2007). Major public catastrophes such as the oil spill of the 
Exxon Valdez and the nuclear Chernobyl accident have also been associated with the sleep deficit 
of the employees involved (Coren 1998), while the productivity and health care costs of sleep loss 
and other related health problems are far from negligible, with the armual estimate for the USA 
placed at approximately 41 billion dollars (Home Office 2007).
Another strand of research has found that discretionary time and leisure activities contribute 
to several aspects of subjective well-being, although the mechanisms that lead to this outcome are 
complex and have yet to be charted (Iwasaki 2007). For instance, Donovan, Halpern and Sargeant's 
(2002, 25) study for the UK Cabinet Office Strategy Unit reported an association of overall life 
satisfaction with engagement in 'active' and social activities, while Gunter's research (1987) found 
that university students associated leisure activities with notions of choice, pleasure, spontaneity, 
timeliness, fantasy, and self-realization. Other studies have established links with happiness, 
pleasure, empowerment, identity stabilization, and eudaimonia (Aaker, Rudd, and Mogilner 2011; 
Argyle 1987; Brajsa-Zganec, Merkas, and Sverko 2010; Csikszentmihalyi 1975; Csikszentmihalyi 
and Hunter 2003; Delle Fave 2007; Dumazedier 1967; Lloyd and Auld 2002; Pinquart and 
Silbereisen 2010; Ryan and Deci 2001; Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi 2000), the latter term 
referring to the leisure outcome of enduring well-being that was also central in the leisure theory 
outlined by Aristotle (Hemingway 1988). Overall, all activities undertaken during one's non-work 
time consistently present higher than average scores in people's ratings of satisfaction with daily 
activities (Robinson and Martin 2009), whereas work and commuting often make for particularly 
unhappy and stressful portions of the day (for example see studies from Csikszentmihalyi and 
Hunter 2003; Kahneman et al. 2004; Koslowsky, Kluger, and Reich 1995; Stutzer and Frey 2008). 
This is interpreted as a direct result of the psychological effect of perceived control over the choice 
of one's activities (Duncan-Myers and Huebner 2000; Perlmuter and Monty 1977). However, it 
should be noted that, similarly to the previously discussed health outcomes, 'active' and social
leisure pursuits are found to have a strong clear-cut positive association with happiness and 
satisfaction, while this is not the case for 'passive' and solitary indoor leisure, particularly television 
viewing, for which research reveals a significant mood and satisfaction deterioration soon after the 
start of the activity (Csikszentmihalyi and Kubey 1981; Frey, Benesch, and Stutzer 2007; Robinson 
and Martin 2009).
Other than opportunities for establishing social networks outside the home (Unruh 1980), 
discretionary time also provides an occasion for joint family time, which is negatively associated 
with the likelihood of divorce and positively associated with overall family well-being (Claxton 
and Perry-Jenkins 2008; Orthner and Mancini 1990; Shaw 2001; Zabriskie and McCormick 2001). 
Additionally, the use of discretionary time can also be considered as a subtle mechanism of social 
stratification, in line with Bourdieu's thesis that postulates that leisure practices define group 
boundaries and 'establish or reproduce social relationships that are directly usable in the short and 
long term' for perpetuating social position and power (Bourdieu 1984, 286). In a similar vein, joint 
family discretionary time with children is viewed as a potentially important component of the 
transmission of social inequalities (Esping-Andersen 2002), enabling the acquisition of human and 
cultural capital and the transmission of relevant social practices and lifestyle preferences that may 
influence future adult social standing and opportunities. Indeed, empirical research has provided 
some evidence for a causal relation between specific types of leisure activities undertaken during 
one's early years and career-related and other social outcomes in adulthood (Feinstein, Bynner, and 
Duckworth 2006; Robson 2009).
By discussing a number of associated positive outcomes, this section has demonstrated the 
importance of non-work time for different domains of well-being, providing a justification for the 
topic choice of this doctoral thesis. Although the centrality of employment and its economic 
benefits and intrinsic rewards (i.e. self-esteem, social interaction) cannot be contested (Jahoda 
1982), the reviewed theoretical and empirical literature verifies a commensurate importance of 
non-work life domains for the realization of people's full potential (Lewis and Lewis 1996), 
making a strong case for the necessity of a work-life balance that provides room for adequate rest 
and for the pursuit of active leisure in the lives of workers. Within this context, the distribution of 
non-work time across different social groups and its implications for engagement with different 
activities become particularly important topics of enquiry. The next section provides a brief 
introduction to the temporal dimensions of occupational and family circumstances in British 
contemporary society, which constitutes the focus of this research.
1.2 The problem of discretionary time and work-life balance in 
contemporary Britain
Earlier in the 20* century, a considerable number of thinkers expressed optimistic scenarios about 
the future of work and leisure in Western societies, predicting that technological progress and 
automation in the workplace and in the household would eventually create societies of single-digit 
workweeks where individuals would experience a 'glut of free time' (Dumazedier 1967; Durant 
1938; Kahn and Wiener 1967; Keynes 1931; also see Veal 2009 for an exhaustive review of the 
contents of classic texts on the future of leisure). Given the importance attached to the 'proper' use 
of non-work time, these predictions led to an ever-increasing preoccupation with the ways 
purposeful leisure participation could be promoted, an issue that became known as 'the leisure 
problem' (Putnam 1999).
The situation changed radically at the end of the twentieth century, when, following Schor's 
publication The Ovei"worked American (1991), social scientists began suspecting that an opposite 
development towards discretionary time scarcity was possibly taking place (Gershuny 2009, 38). 
By suggesting that working hours in America had increased since the end of the Second World War 
and by linking this development to the 'work-and-spend' vicious circle that characterised late 
capitalism and to an expanding 'long hours culture' that viewed exceptionally lengthy working days 
as a sign of employees' commitment, Schor's study sparked considerable academic interest. A 
growing number of social theorists and researchers embarked on studies of temporal aspects of 
daily life in late post-industrial societies, claiming that working men and women faced increasing 
difficulties to find 'time for themselves' (for example see Beck and Arnold 2009; Garhammer 1998; 
Hochschild 1997; Nowotny 1996), while other accounts considered the detrimental influence of 
this phenomenon for civil society and social citizenship in Western liberal democracies 
(Hochschild 1997, 243; Scheuerman 2005). In a similar vein, concerns about the influence of paid 
work and the fast rhythm of contemporary life on health and particularly sleep were also expressed, 
with biomedical scientists claiming that 'the pace and demands of man-made civilization are in 
fundamental conflict with the very design of the human brain and body' (Moore-Ede 1993, 6; also 
see Kreitzman 1999; Melbin 1987; Rajaratnam and Arendt 2001). Although subsequent analyses of 
higher reliability representative data from time diaries contradicted Schor's findings and 
demonstrated that the US enjoyed more discretionary time at the end of the century than it did in 
previous decades (Robinson and Godbey 1999), the popular impression that Western societies are 
'running out of time' has remained strong over time, and phrases such as 'time poverty' and 'time 
famine' still abound in popular discourse (for popular science books on the topic see Bunting 2005;
Gleick 1999; Honoré 2004).
The lack of clear-cut evidence for a historical reduction in discretionary time has led a 
number of social scientists to dismiss 'time bind' arguments as mere complaints of the busy 
'chattering' middle-classes that elevate their problems into public issues (see relevant discussions in 
Gershuny 2005a; Moen 2003; Roberts 2007; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Szollos 2009). However, 
it appears that the economic and family transformations that have taken place in the last few 
decades have created varied temporal constraints for workers in Western societies, which suggests 
that, instead of searching for an overarching trend in average estimates of discretionary time, social 
research should perceive time poverty as an emerging social inequality that may potentially cut 
across traditional social class and gender lines (Epstein and Kalleberg 2004b, 7). This directs 
attention to the study of the distribution and social stratification of non-work time, a topic whose 
significance was first discussed by Wilenski (1961) in a pioneering study that identified the 'leisure 
stricken' of the American occupational workforce at a historical period that was characterized by an 
average working time reduction. In a similar vein, this doctoral thesis attempts to generate novel 
sociological knowledge regarding the distribution of non-work time and its related outcomes in 
contemporary Britain, a country that is currently characterized by acute heterogeneity and diversity 
in working time circumstances and family arrangements (Gregg and Wadsworth 1999).
Britain is one of the Western countries that has seen its long-term trend of reduction in full­
time working hours halt since the 1980s (Green 2001; Kodz et al. 1998), mainly as a result of the 
neoliberal shift towards deregulation in governmental policies and the weakening of trade unions. 
Renowned for its long hours work culture, the country had presented the highest average in usual 
worked hours of full-time employees among EU member states (Fagan 2003) until the EU's 
expansion to ex-communist countries (Burchell et al. 2009). Additionally, the collectively agreed 
weekly upper limit of 48 paid work hours set by the European Working Time Directive has been 
interpreted more liberally in Britain than in other EU member states (Fagan 2003), and British 
employees are actually allowed to sign an 'opt-out' agreement to be exempted from it, which is 
indicative of the lack of commitment for genuine change in working time practices (Barnard, 
Deakin, and Hobbs 2003; Tomlinson 2007). The 'long hours culture' mainly affects male- 
dominated sectors of the economy, and the longest hours are most often worked by men that are 
positioned at the two ends of the occupational spectrum, that is, full-time high-level professionals 
and managers as well as manual low-skilled workers, who may additionally need more than one 
job to make ends meet (Fagan 2002; Warren 2003). Long hours are also particularly prevalent 
amongst the self-employed, a pattern that may potentially come as a result of a certain degree of
compulsive workaholism or of a necessity to work long hours for businesses to remain viable 
(Fagan 2002, 73).
Additionally, there is a pronounced gender polarization in working hours, with women 
spending much shorter hours in paid work (Bishop 2004; Bosch, Dawkins, and Michon 1994; 
Fagan 2001; Rubery, Smith, Fagan 1998), since a very substantial proportion -  more than 40 per 
cent -  are in part-time employment, a result of the difficulty of combining increased motherhood 
responsibilities with full-time work in the deregulated British labour market, which has led to the 
growth of a modified 'male breadwinner/female part-time carer' family model (Crompton 1999). 
Empirical research has shown that problems of work-life balance are affecting a substantial 
proportion of British workers, and that a discrepancy between actual and preferred working hours 
exists for employees at both ends of the working time distribution (Fagan 2002), demonstrating the 
constraints posed to workers by the national working time regime and the options available in the 
labour market, and casting doubt upon long-held economic theories regarding workers' freedom to 
determine their working time according to their preferences.
Additionally, the increasingly competitive nature of the British labour market and the advent 
of what has been termed the '24/7 society' (Moore-Ede 1993; Presser 2004) has provoked an 
increase in the non-standard schedules of service sector workers that were not traditionally required 
to work shifts, unsocial hours or days (i.e. outside 9am/5pm and/or on weekend days), contributing 
to a gradual erosion of the 'standard' Monday-Friday/9-5 working week that was one of the main 
characteristics of Fordist industrial economies (Beck 1992; Everingham 2002; Rubery et al. 2005; 
Thompson 1967). The distribution of these 'adverse' working time arrangements in Britain has been 
found to be classed (Barnes and Bryson 2004; Fagan 2001a; Harkness 1999), and may be 
understood as a temporal repercussion of power relations in the workplace (Epstein and Kalleberg 
2004b). Special work-life balance entitlements and 'flexible' working arrangements are also on the 
rise (Kersley et al. 2005), offering employees increased options about 'where, when and how much 
to work' in order to facilitate a satisfactory reconciliation of work and family demands (Flill et al. 
2010). However, such benefits are offered on a voluntary basis by organisations and are not 
distributed equally amongst the working population: it has been shown that flexible working time 
entitlements are often more easily accessible to mothers as well as high-skilled full time employees 
(Crompton and Brockmarm 2006, 105; Dex 2003), whilst in other occasions they are simply 
imposed on workers to facilitate organisations to remain competitive in the labour market (Hyman 
and Summers 2004; Perrons et al. 2006; Tomlinson 2007).
Although men are more likely to see their discretionary time affected by occupational 
demands due to their stronger labour market engagement, British working women face the 
challenge of combining multiple roles and fitting paid work around the family, what has been 
previously termed as the 'second shift' (Hochschild and Machung 1989). Despite the fact that the 
feminization of employment and the gradual growth of 'dual earner' family arrangements has 
brought an overall increase in men's relative contribution to household tasks, British women 
continue to organize and conduct far more domestic work activities than men, regardless of their 
employment status (Gershuny 2003). It has also been suggested that the emergence of new cultural 
norms of 'intensive parenting' that require more labour-intensive and emotionally absorbing 
childcare than in previous decades have disproportionately affected mothers rather than fathers 
(Arendell 2001; Hays 1996). That the nature of unpaid work and childcare is less structured and 
more intrusive than that of paid work puts women in a potentially less favourable position with 
regards to discretionary time resources (Bryson 2007; Deem 1996). At the same time, Britain's 
family policy does not yet constitute a fully institutionalized domain and public provision of 
childcare remains inadequate (Hantrais 2004), whilst private childcare services are unaffordable for 
a large proportion of working families (Plantenga et al. 2005), which compromises some women's 
broader work-life balance even further, particularly that of low-income and single mothers (DTI
2003). Purchase of'time saving' equipment and domestic help services is also likely to be related to 
income and class, while the same holds for men's contribution to household tasks and caring 
responsibilities, which is usually greater in middle-class households, thus putting married women 
of a less favourable socio-economic background in a particularly disadvantaged position (Bryson 
2007; Perrons et al. 2006; Sayer 2005; Warren 2003). Overall, it appears that the persisting 
processes of gender segregation within the labour market and the gender division of domestic 
labour that predominates in the majority of British households may contribute to a gender gap in 
discretionary time, in addition to the well-documented gender gap in earnings (Budig and England 
2001; Rubery, Smith, and Fagan 1998; Walby and Olsen 2002).
It therefore becomes apparent that discretionary time inequalities may relate to cultural 
norms and broader issues of gender and class inequality in British contemporary society. However, 
although contemporary working time arrangements have constituted the topic of a considerable 
amount of research on varying aspects of individual and family well-being as well as work-life 
balance (for example see studies by Ala-Mursula et al. 2006; Artazcoz et al. 2009; Bardasi and 
Francesconi 2004; Barnes, Bryson and Smith 2006; Costa 1996; Dembe et al. 2005; Fagan 2003, 
2004; Grosswald 2003; Kelliher and Anderson 2010; Major, Klein, and Ehrhart 2002; Myrie and 
Daly 2009; Presser 2000; 2004; Sparks et al. 1997; La Valle 2002; Warren 2003), there is a lack of 
empirical research that formally operationalises and documents objective non-work time
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inequalities arising from family and/or employment constraints at a nationwide level in Britain. 
The next section provides a brief discussion of time use surveys, which constitute a unique tool for 
such an empirical enquiry, sketching the weaknesses of previous time-use research that are 
addressed by this doctoral thesis.
1.3 Time use research and discretionary time
Amongst different research methodologies for the study of time and everyday life, time use surveys 
constitute a unique source of information, giving access to the most accurate and reliable 
representative data on objective time allocation patterns (Michelson 2005; Robinson and Godbey 
1999; Stinson 1999). By making use of self-completed 24-hour time diaries that are divided into 
10-minute blocks for data collection, time use surveys gather information on the main and 
secondary activities of respondents for 'typical' weekdays and weekend days, thereby producing a 
complete account of the sequence, context and nature of daily activities. The calculation of the free 
time that remains after conducting paid and unpaid work, and personal care activities, is thus made 
possible, as well as the specification of the timing and the length of each free time episode in a 
person's usual day. This distinctive information allows researchers to construct novel measures of 
temporal disadvantage and to examine the temporal influence of employment and family roles and 
constraints on different non-work outcomes, opening new avenues and possibilities for the broader 
field of work-life balance research.
However, although secondary analyses of time use surveys have been steadily increasing in 
the last decade, explicit research on the distribution and use of discretionary time remains scarce. 
The majority of previous time use research has focused on macro-level national and international 
patterns of time allocation (Aguiar and Hurst 2007; Gershuny 2003; Kan, Sullivan and Gershuny 
2011; Robinson and Godbey 1999), while cross-sectional analyses have been characterized by a 
narrow focus on the reconciliation of paid and unpaid work responsibilities of working men and 
women, with a special attention to gender and unpaid work within the household (for example see 
Blanchi et al. 2000; Craig 2007a, 2007b, Gupta, Sayer, and Cohen 2008; Sullivan 1997, 2010, 
20H[).
The few attempts to formally operationalise temporal inequalities using time use data have 
failed to take into consideration theoretical insights from the sociology of time, resulting in an
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analytical simplicity that may potentially mask structural and gender differences in discretionary 
time resources. Additionally, studies of temporal inequalities have been confined to descriptive 
analyses of only basic socio-economic correlates, neglecting the relevance of a number of 
contemporary working time circumstances such as the ones mentioned in the previous section, as 
well as the link between temporal inequalities and different leisure and social outcomes. Finally, 
important non-work activities like sleep have been overlooked, as well as non-working 
populations, whose study could further sociological knowledge of the differential value of free 
time in the absence of work roles. It is these lacunae that this research addresses, in an attempt to 
advance sociological understanding about the distribution and the use of non-work time and its 
relationship with the temporal operation of the British labour market and with gender inequalities 
within the household. By scrutinizing workers' non-work time, the thesis provides a nuanced and 
broader assessment of the work-life balance of the British working population, extending the focus 
to crucial daily life domains that have not been covered by previous research solely focusing on the 
reconciliation of work and family responsibilities (see relevant discussions in Warren 2004, 2010). 
The next section lists the 4 broad empirical research questions that are addressed by this doctoral 
thesis.
1.4 Research questions
Taking into account the lack of previous time-use research engaging in a systematic study of the 
influence of employment and family constraints on non-work time, this thesis aims to make a 
methodological and substantive contribution by answering the following broad research questions, 
which are addressed in 4 respective empirical chapters:
1. How are different types o f  free time deprivation distributed amongst the British working 
population?
2. How are different types o f  free time deprivation linked to leisure and social engagement and, 
more specifically, to what extent do they contribute to a lack o f  engagement with 'active' out-of­
home leisure and social pursuits?
3. To what extent do occupational circumstances and family responsibilities contribute to the risk 
o f working men and women getting insufficient sleep, and potentially suffering from the adverse
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health and safety consequences o f  partial sleep deprivation?
4. What is the impact o f  the relinquishment o f work roles and o f  the corresponding increase in 
temporal autonomy on 'active' leisure participation, and how do socio-economic differences in 
'active' leisure change in the absence o f  paid work roles?
The remainder of this introduction provides a brief chapter-by-chapter overview of the thesis.
1.5 Thesis outline
Chapter 2 proposes a framework for the understanding of daily time allocation and temporal 
inequalities. After drawing distinctions between work and non-work time and identifying the 
varying needs and constraints that influence an individual's discretion to engage in different types 
of activities at a given point in time, the chapter discusses the multidimensional nature of fi-ee time 
disadvantage. This thesis' conceptualization of time poverty is also presented, and the temporal 
impacts different occupational positions and gender roles may exert on different types of free time 
disadvantage are briefly identified.
Chapter 3 turns to the methodological issue of the measurement of time allocation, and 
provides a concise introduction to the time diary methodology, which is the chosen methodology 
for this doctoral research. The shortcomings of conventional social surveys that measure time 
allocation are discussed, and the chapter proceeds to demonstrate how these are rectified by the 
time diary methodology, which provides the researcher with more accurate and detailed 
information on individual time allocation. Chapter 3 also discusses a series of methodological 
topics specific to time use surveys, such as the classification of diary activity codes into aggregate 
categories of time use and the issue of non-response bias. The methodological weaknesses of time 
use surveys are also reviewed.
Chapter 4 provides a review of previous time diary analyses on non-work time and activities, 
and identifies a series of gaps that this thesis attempts to fill. It is discussed that previous analyses 
have mostly focused on macro-level national patterns of time allocation and how these have 
changed over time, and that time use research has been characterized by an overwhelming tendency 
to focus on the topic of the reconciliation of paid and unpaid work, overlooking free time and non­
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work activities. A series of gaps in the empirical literature on the measurement of time poverty are 
then demonstrated, and the research objectives of Chapters 6 and 7 are formulated. The absence of 
previous time-use research on the determinants of leisure behaviour of non-working groups, which 
may contribute to a better understanding of the relationship between free time and the nature of 
leisure after the relinquishment of work roles, is also discussed. Older people are identified as an 
interesting case study, given the importance of leisure behaviour for late life well-being and the 
variety of theoretical suggestions regarding post-retirement leisure lifestyles. Finally, a separate 
section reviews the relatively little previous research on sleep, identifying the omission of time use 
researchers to take account of biomedical findings regarding the detrimental consequences of short 
sleep, and to examine whether specific occupational and family circumstances may contribute to 
the risk of partial sleep deprivation.
Chapter 5 on 'Data and Methods' provides detailed information on the 2000 UK Time Use 
Survey (ONS 2003), which constituted the main data source for this doctoral research. The 
classification of time use codes into the 4 aggregate activity categories of paid work, unpaid work, 
personal care and free time is also presented. This chapter also provides a non-technical discussion 
of the main statistical modelling technique that was utilized in this thesis, binary logistic 
regression.
Chapter 6 on 'Time Poverty: Measurement and Identification' is the first empirical chapter of 
the thesis. This chapter provides a more refined and theoretically informed approach to the 
measurement of time poverty, and profiles workers that are more likely to be relatively deprived of 
free time resources. In line with previous literature, a conceptualization of time poverty as a 
relative lack of free time resources vis-a-vis other members of the community is adopted, and the 
omissions of previous empirical research to examine the differential configuration of time poverty 
on weekdays and weekend days, and to scrutinize indicators of the 'quality' of free time are 
rectified. The analysis aims to unravel different aspects of time deprivation that are masked by 
previous approaches, and to provide an overall better understanding of the stratification of free time 
in British society.
Chapter 7 examines the relationship of different types of time deprivation with lack of 
participation in 'active' out-of-home leisure and social activities among workers. The aim is to 
understand which types of time deprivation have a negative effect on weekly 'active' leisure 
participation, whilst taking into account other socio-economic and family characteristics. 
Additionally, the analysis investigates the extent to which gender differences in 'active' leisure
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participation can be explained by gender inequalities in the nature and duration of available free 
time previously found in Chapter 6. Overall, this chapter's contribution is both methodological and 
substantive, providing evidence regarding the validity of the measures constructed in Chapter 6, 
and documenting the links between temporal constraints and the nature of leisure and social 
participation.
Chapter 8 shifts its attention to the topic of temporal constraints and lack of sleep, 
demonstrating that the analysis of sleep can unravel hidden quality of life consequences of 
occupational and family constraints. Taking into account biomedical and epidemiological findings 
that do not support a linear relationship between sleep duration and health outcomes, the analysis 
defines a scientifically-informed threshold of insufficient sleep duration at less than 6.5 hours 
('short sleepers'). The aim is to identify the social circumstances of short sleepers, and assess the 
relative contribution of occupational and family circumstances on this less discretionary non-work 
activity. The chapter also discusses the limitations of sleep duration estimates from time use 
surveys, stressing the necessity of more accurate data on sleep patterns in future surveys.
Chapter 9 is the final empirical chapter of the thesis, focusing on economically inactive older 
people over the age of 60. Its overall aim is to understand the impact of the absence of time 
constraints from paid work responsibilities on free time resources and leisure participation. The 
analysis contrasts general time-use patterns of the older and the working population, and also 
examines whether theoretical suggestions regarding an overall increase in leisure participation 
following the relinquishment of work roles can be validated for the British context. The socio­
economic determinants of 'active' leisure participation are also identified, and factors specific to 
this life-course stage such as caring responsibilities and health status are scrutinized. Overall, this 
empirical investigation demonstrates the importance of adopting a more explicit life-course 
perspective in time-use research, in order to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the links and 
dynamics between free time resources and leisure participation.
The final 'Discussion and Conclusions' chapter provides a synthesis of the key findings of the 
four empirical chapters, linking them to some of the conceptual issues discussed in Chapters 1 and 
2, and to research findings from previous time-use research and other fields of work-life balance 
research. The limitations of the thesis are also considered. Directions for future time-use research 
and time-use methodology are identified and some policy implications are drawn out.
15
2. DAILY TIME USE, FREE TIME DISADVANTAGE, AND 
TIME POVERTY
2.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines a framework for the empirical study of different temporal inequalities relating 
to free time, leisure engagement and sleep. The chapter begins with a presentation of the 
conceptual classification of daily activities that informs this thesis. Four mutually exclusive 
categories of daily activities are identified (paid work, unpaid domestic work, personal care, and 
activities undertaken during one's free time) based on the different social roles and needs that 
influence an individuals' engagement with these at a given point of time. Following this 
classification, the discussion draws on theoretical insights from the sociology of time and on 
empirical findings of previous research in order to illustrate different aspects of free time 
disadvantage and the ways these may hinder social and leisure participation. The disparate 
influences of working time circumstances and family roles on workers' command of free time 
resources are outlined in separate sections. A conceptualisation of time poverty as a relative lack of 
free time resources vis-a-vis other members of the community is adopted, and a brief discussion of 
the strengths and weaknesses of alternative conceptualizations of time poverty is also provided.
2.2 Classifying daily activities and identifying different temporal 
constraints
In a seminal article regarding the sociological study of time allocation, Aas stated that, although 
there do not exist any well-developed theories that could be utilized to establish classificatory 
principles of daily activities, there seems to be an underlying consensus among social researchers 
on how to classify daily behaviour (Aas 1978, 132-133). This is because conceptualizations and 
operational definitions of work, leisure, and other daily activities often draw on the 'heavy weight 
of the commonsense' (Glucksmann 1995, 65), relying on the distinctions and terminology people 
use in everyday language (Szalai et al. 1972, 21). Indeed, the vast majority of typologies of daily 
activities identify 4 mutually exclusive categories, that is, paid work, unpaid work, personal care.
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and activities undertaken during one's free time (for example see Aas 1978; Homik 1982; Javeau 
1983; Juster and Stafford 1991; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Szalai et al. 1972). Such 
conceptualizations of daily time use represent an improvement from previous classifications that 
employed a narrow understanding of work only as waged labour (Becker 1965; Hill 1985; also see 
discussions in Kaufman-Scarborough 2006), and were heavily criticized by feminist sociologists 
for rendering the household economy and the female-dominated unpaid domestic labour invisible 
from sociological analyses (Daniels 1987; Oakley 1974; Tancred 1995). Additionally, rather than 
treating non-work time as a 'black box' that is negatively defined in relation to work activities, 
these classifications recognize the importance of considering the time individuals spend on self- 
care activities separately in order to clearly demarcate 'genuine' free time. In this section, I 
delineate the contents of these 4 categories of daily time alongside a discussion of how different 
roles and needs influence workers' engagement with these activities at a fixed point in time.
In his treatise of social space and time, Sorokin stated that 'human life is literally an incessant 
competition for time by various activities with their motives and objectives' (1964, 209). Indeed, 
time is an inherently scarce, non-expandable resource and everyone has 24 hours a day to allocate 
to different kinds of daily activities. The first type of daily time that can be identified is paid work 
time, which refers to the time people spend on regular market work activities that are remunerated. 
Employment time and contracted time are alternative terms used in time use literature, the latter 
referring to the nature of arrangements that determine individuals' working time responsibilities 
(Aas 1978). However, the term 'contracted is not entirely satisfactory for the case of the self- 
employed, whose employment time is not dictated by a contract (Aas 1978, 136). This thesis uses 
the terms paid work and employment interchangeably. It should be noted that this category covers a 
wide range of different activities including work breaks and travelling to and from the workplace 
(i.e. commuting). Time use literature has previously referred to paid work activities as instrumental 
activities that are means to other goals, which implies that individuals primarily engage with them 
in order to cover their financial needs and household necessities.^
Overall, there is hardly any degree of discretion on whether to engage with paid work or not 
in a regular day or week and working time commitments can be regarded as considerably rigid 
(Aas 1978; Burchardt 2008), although certain occupations may enjoy higher levels of time 
autonomy and flexibility in determining their work schedule (Fagan 2001; Lewis and Weigert 
1981, 444). It should be clarified that this assumption about the lack of degree of freedom on 
whether to engage with paid work or not regards past events as fixed constraints (Gershuny 2003),
2 This is empirically demonstrated by a number of social surveys that show that the main reason men and women engage 
with employment is to earn a living (see Gallie et al. 1998 for a focus on Britain).
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and only evaluates temporal constraints from one's occupational roles in the present time: Past 
circumstances and individual decisions such as the pursuit of higher education or the choice of an 
occupation with limited working time requirements undoubtedly affect workers' current position in 
the labour market and their corresponding working time commitments, and it would thus be 
possible to argue that a certain degree of choice exists from a longitudinal perspective. However, 
this thesis' understanding of employment responsibilities as non-discretionary solely refers to a 
much shorter daily and weekly time perspective at a fixed point in time (Aas 1978).
Given the centrality of occupational roles and the binding nature of working time 
commitments, paid work schedules are understood as the spine which structures people's daily and 
weekly routine (Applebaum 1992; Garhammer 1995; Larson and Zemke 2003). It should be noted 
that this assumption is applied to all workers, even those whose family circumstances and/or other 
constraints have led to their reduced participation in the labour market. For instance, it is presumed 
that working mothers who are employed part-time organise their household and caring 
responsibilities around the working schedules required by their job. . ^
The second type of daily time that is identified is unpaid work time, which covers activities 
primarily associated with household work and caring. Household work refers to activities such as 
meal preparation, home maintenance, shopping for groceries, cleaning and laundry, whilst caring 
refers to a wide range of childcare activities such as reading to one's children, driving them to 
school, and helping them dress, as well as the time spent on caring for other adult family members. 
The time an individual spends on such activities is strongly linked to previous decisions such as 
buying a bigger house, getting into a partnership, and having children. Such past decisions create 
time-constraining commitments in the present (Aas 1978, 136), and for this reason the term 
committed is often employed to refer to unpaid work activities (Aas 1978). However, this thesis 
only relies on the terms unpaid work and unpaid domestic work to describe household and 
childcare activities. Unpaid work activities are usually planned around paid work schedules of 
family members and, although they are also considered non-discretionary (Aas 1978), they can be 
more flexible than employment activities, and their duration and conduct are both highly dependent 
on a person's employment status and responsibilities. For instance, cleaning may be postponed or 
done less meticulously on a busy working day. This does not hold for childcare responsibilities, 
which can be particularly demanding and inflexible, particularly during children's pre-school years. 
As discussed in a later section, who ultimately conducts unpaid work activities within a household 
depends on the working circumstances of different family members, couples' gender ideologies, 
and prevailing cultural expectations about parenthood (Bryson 2007).
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The third type of daily time that is identified is personal care time, which refers to the time 
people spend on activities that are essential for the satisfaction of basic biological needs such as 
sleeping, eating, and grooming. Alternative time use classifications refer to this kind of time as 
necessary (Aas 1978). In contrast with paid and unpaid work, personal care activities have been 
understood as expressive non-work activities in time use literature: Economists have traditionally 
defined work activities by employing the so called 'third person criterion', which defines work as 
any activity that can be conducted by another person without a loss of value in its final outcome 
(see Gronau 1977; Hawrylyshyn 1971; Reid 1934). Although it is clear that market outsourcing 
could apply to the majority of unpaid domestic work activities, it is inconceivable for self-care 
activities to be reallocated to another person as they are of a strictly personal nature. Aas, who was 
the first to propose the distinction between instrumental and expressive daily activities, argues that 
there exists a varying degree of immediacy regarding the satisfaction regarding the satisfaction of 
individual needs coming from work and non-work activities (Aas 1978): For example, market work 
activities indirectly satisfy workers' basic subsistence needs through income, whereas self-care 
activities directly satisfy different biological needs.
Personal care needs are relatively fixed, which can be seen in the remarkably little variation 
in the average time for personal care across different countries and over time (for example Aas 
1978; Gershuny 2003; Szalai et al. 1972). However, there exist both non-discretionary and 
discretionary variations in the amount of time different people spend on personal care: For 
example, on the one hand, physical impairments mean it may take longer to eat (Burchardt 2008, 
17), while on the other hand, eating can occasionally take the form of a social leisure activity and 
last much longer than strictly 'necessary' (Robinson and Godbey 1999, 13). Although the majority 
of previous daily activity conceptualizations from time use researchers have regarded the time 
required for personal care as largely unaffected by other daily activities and thus treated it as a 
constant (for example see Aas 1978; Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Gershuny 2003), this thesis 
argues that the organization of paid work and the multiple temporal constraints from employment 
and family roles may lead workers to occasionally forego part of their personal care routines. This 
argument is empirically supported by findings of previous epidemiological and social research: For 
example, in the case of sleep, which can be regarded as the most important biological necessity for 
one's daily recuperation and overall functioning, it has been shown that increased paid work 
commitments and childcare responsibilities may negatively affect both its quantity and quality (for 
example see Akerstedt 1995; Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; Hislop and Arber 2003; Venn et al 
2008)\
3 The influence o f  em ploym ent and fam ily circum stances on sleep are discussed in C hapter 4. This chapter
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Table 2.1: Labels and Classifications
THESIS' EMPLOYED LABELS
P A I D  W O R K  T I M E
Regular remunerated enploymsnt activities.
Eg. working tine, woricbreaks, commuting.
U N P A ID  W O R K  T I M E
Regular household work and caring activities.
Eg routine cleaning, cooking, childcare, caring for other family numbers.
P E R S O N A L  C A R E  T I M E
Activities essential to satisfy basic biological needs.
Eg. sleeping, grooming, showering.
F R E E  T I M E  
The residual.
24hrs -  (paid work time + unpaid work time+ personal care time).
WORK OR
NON-DISCREriONARY
TIME
NON-WORK
OR
DBCREnONARY
TIME
ALTERNATIVE LABELS AND CONCEPTS IN TTME USE LITERATURE (AAS 1978)
CONTRACTED TIME 
COMMUTED TIME
NECESSARYTIME 
FREE TIME
I N S T R U M E N T A L  T I M E :
Time spent on activities that are means to other goals.
Clan be conducted by another person without a loss o f value 
in the outcome.
E X P R E S S I V E  T I M E :
Time spent on activities directly satisfying personal needs, 
i.e. sleep and leisure.
Non-transferable activities -  cannot be conducted by a 
third person, strictly personal.
Free time is the amount of daily time that remains at the discretion of an individual after 
conducting paid work, unpaid work, and personal care activities. This is the only category o f time 
that is defined negatively in this classification, and includes all daily activities that are not defined 
as (paid or unpaid) work and personal care. Free time represents a kind of time that is characterized 
by a minimum of obligation and a maximum of choice on the part of the individual (Robinson and 
Godbey 1999, 13), providing opportunities for engagement with different leisure and social 
activities. This conceptualization of free time as residual time had also been adopted by early 
theorists of leisure (for example see Kaplan 1960; Kraus 1982; Roberts 1978). It should be noted 
that free time is not the same as discretionary time, which is used liberally in this thesis to refer to 
non-work activities (i.e. personal care time and free time). According to this thesis framework of 
time allocation, a reduction of free time is the most likely casualty of increased work and family 
temporal constraints (Kelly 1972), given the less discretionary time of personal care activities.
solely focuses on free tim e disadvantage and tim e poverty.
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Table 2.1 displays a summary of the time use labels, definitions, and activity classifications 
that are employed in this thesis and in the wider research literature. This classification has 
distinguished between different kinds of daily time by relying on the external characteristics of 
performed activities, and relating them to different social roles and constraints. This typology may 
occasionally seem arbitrary, particularly in the case of activities that present unclear boundaries 
between unpaid work and free time. For instance, while gardening is classified as unpaid work 
time, it may be argued that it is possible for the activity to be performed as a leisure pursuit rather 
than as a result of 'strict' household necessity, thus constituting part of free time. The same 
argument can be applied in the case of certain forms of childcare activities. Similarly, the example 
of eating out with others is suggestive of an activities that is related to an actual biological need but 
whose performance presents a strong discretionary leisure element.
This issue of blurred boundaries has constituted a key area of concern for researchers 
interested in the wider area of time use and work-life balance (Bryson 2007; Guest 2002; Lewis, 
Rapoport, and Gambles 2003; Lewis 2003), and has led a considerable number of sociologists to 
discuss the unsatisfactory nature of the dualism of work and non-work time for the study of daily 
life (see discussions in Bryson 2007; Glucksmann 1995). Among these critics, some have insisted 
on the necessity to focus on the subjective meaning and their real nature from the standpoint of 
individuals (De Grazia 1962). This thesis does not endorse this view and postulates that individual 
perceptions and/or enjoyment of different activities cannot provide a sound basis for the 
construction of measures of temporal inequalities, as such perceptions may correspond little to 
objective reality (see relevant discussions in Crompton 2006; Esping-Andersen 2000; Guest 2002). 
Additionally, as Glucksmann notes, this type of deconstructionism regarding work and non-work 
'runs the risk of dissolving categories and definitions ad infinitum, without putting anything else in 
their place' (1995, 64). Given that no other alternative for the study of objective daily time 
allocation has been suggested within sociology, focusing on the dominant external characteristic of 
activities continue to provide the most appropriate conceptual basis for activity classification. 
These issues are revisited in preceding methodological chapters, which clarify how activities with 
blurred boundaries are classified in this thesis.
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Glucksmann 1998; Jackel and Wollscheid 2007; Nowotny 1996; Southerton 2006; Sullivan 1997; 
Warren 2003, 2010). For example, it has been advocated that fragmented free time should not be 
considered as valuable as uninterrupted free time. In fact, it may be argued that a worker with 3 
hours of continuous spare time during an evening enjoys higher quality time than one who has 3 
total hours of free time spread in shorter blocks over the entire day: As Bryson notes, free time 
snatched in unpredictable fragments between different paid and unpaid work activities is not as 
beneficial as a longer continuous period of free time that can be planned in advance, thus allowing 
engagement with outdoor leisure and recreational pursuits (Bryson 2007, 147; also see Garhammer 
1998).
Sullivan argues that experiences of indoor leisure activities are also affected by fragmented 
time, making the comparison between 'a man that settles down with a book with the expectation of 
several hours of free time in which to read it' and a mother who is reading 'while the washing 
machine is on and the children are playing on the floor by her feet, knowing that she is likely to be 
interrupted at any moment' (1997, 223-224). Indeed, empirical evidence regarding the lower 
quality of fragmented free time have been provided by Zuzanek (2004), who has found a positive 
association between leisure fragmentation and subjective time pressure. Similarly, a recent 
qualitative Australian study of employees in the construction industry has found that strong 
boundaries between work and non-work activities accomplished through longer uninterrupted 
periods of free time, bring an improvement in overall work-life satisfaction and well-being, by 
providing more space for rest and recuperation, and by facilitating participation in outdoor leisure 
and recreation (Brown et al. 2009).
2.3.3 Timing/synchronization
Reisch's conceptualisation of 'time wealth' also identifies a chronologic dimension, which pertains 
to the importance of having free time at the right time of the day or the week (2001, 377). The 
chronologic dimension is an important aspect of temporal welfare, as it provides an opportunity to 
synchronize with the rhythms of significant others such as family and friends, and with social 
rhythms and time institutions such as opening hours, show times etc. (Reisch 2001, 378; also see 
similar discussions in Southerton and Tomlinson 2005). For example, working late in the evening 
may cause desynchronization with other family members' free time, and deprive partners and/or 
friends from the opportunity to plan and attend social events and leisure activities together, taking 
into account that the majority of workers continue to conduct paid work earlier in the day. 
Additionally, out-of-home leisure participation is also restricted by the 'temporal availability' of 
certain activities: In an early study on the temporal problems of leisure, Blakelock focused on
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rotating shift workers in an oil refinery, and found a significant restriction of leisure opportunities 
as a result of the inflexible nature of some activities (i.e. activities in which participation can occur 
during particular times of the day/week such as attending a theatre play or a concert), and a 
corresponding higher engagement with 'passive' indoor leisure (Blakelock 1961). This has also 
been corroborated by more recent physiologically-focused literature on the social effects of shift 
work (for example see Costa 2009).
A more important temporal disadvantage can be identified with regards to the day of the 
week when free time becomes available. In his treatise on the social organization of time, 
Zerubavel demonstrated that people ascribe very different meanings to different days of the week 
'by virtue of association with the activities peculiar to them' (1985b, 91). The main distinction lies 
between weekdays and weekend days: The concept of the weekend constitutes the most classic 
manifestation of the cultural differentiation among different days of the week in modem society 
(1985b, 100). Following the advent of shortened 5-day working weeks in industrial Western 
societies, the weekend has come to constitute a 'peak' pivotal period free from paid work 
commitments, conceptualized as a dominant temporal marker (for example see Garhammer 1998; 
Lewis and Weigert 1981; Pasero 1994; Zerubavel 1985a, 1985b). This has meant that a wide array 
of leisure pursuits have been exclusively practised during weekend days rather than weekdays, 
which have been predominantly associated with engagement with paid work (Lewis and Weigert; 
Zerubavel 1985b). Indeed, empirical research reveals that a lack of free time on weekend days can 
have detrimental effects for joint family time, time spent with friends and out-of-home 'active' 
leisure, and, more importantly, that weekdays do not provide equivalent opportunities for leisure 
compensation (Bittman 2005). Taking into account the previous discussion on fragmentation, it 
may also be argued that a longer period of free time on a weekend is more beneficial and 
recuperative than many shorter periods of free time spread throughout the working week. This 
argument is in line with border theory, which supports that strong temporal boundaries between 
work and non-work achieved through shorter work weeks and longer breaks may enhance the 
psychological demarcation between work and leisure, facilitating 'active' leisure participation and 
an overall better work-life balance (see Clark 2000; Brown et al. 2009).
2.3.4 Contamination
The final aspect of temporal well-being refers to the concept of contaminated free time, which is 
linked to the widespread practice of multitasking. Multitasking refers to the practice of doing more 
than one activity at a time, and has been recognized as an important element of daily behaviour that 
can reveal a fuller picture of the reality of everyday life (Szalai et al. 1972). Studies suggest that
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multitasking is highly prevalent, with 95 per cent of people reporting conducting different activities 
simultaneously for approximately one third of the day (for example see studies from Bittman and 
Wajcman 2000; Hungerford and Floro 2004; Kenyon 2010; Zick and Bryant 1996). In her 
discussion of different forms of multitasking, Kenyon identifies simultaneous multitasking, which 
refers to the concurrent conduct of 2 activities with different purposes (2010, 46). For example, a 
woman may be watching television, and ironing or cooking at the same time. Such activity 
combinations of leisure and household work reveal that there is often no strict demarcation 
between unpaid work and free time activities (Hungerford and Floro 2004), and raise the possibility 
that engagement with indoor leisure activities such as television viewing may potentially come as a 
result of ongoing household responsibilities that are conducted simultaneously as secondary 
activities (Jackson and Henderson 1995). Combining indoor leisure activities with 'passive' child 
minding activities is another form of multitasking that may affect leisure experiences (Budig and 
Folbre 2004), representing an additional leisure constraint largely hidden in empirical 
investigations narrowly focused , on the chronometric aspect of free time duration. Free time 
activities combined with housework and childcare activities involving constraint may thus be 
conceptualized as contaminated, and perceived to be of a lower quality than pure free time, that is, 
free time not combined with simultaneous activities of a different nature (Bittman and Wajcman 
2000; Sullivan 1997).
By relying on theoretical ideas and empirical studies within the sociology of time, this 
section has identified 4 different elements of free time that should be taken into account in 
conceptualizations and empirical investigations of free time disadvantage amongst workers. It was 
suggested that a consideration of the timing and the nature of free time may reveal additional 
dimensions of disadvantage other than those captured by duration, and potentially contribute to 
explanations for the lack of engagement with out-of-home leisure and social activities that are less 
flexible, and require advance planning and a more substantial time expenditure.
2.4 Working time circumstances and free time disadvantage
As discussed in Chapter 1, recent years have seen an increased interest in the work-life balance 
consequences of different working time arrangements. However, the vast majority of previous 
research has narrowly focused on the impact working time circumstances have on the family 
domain and the domestic division of labour and/or on the childcare arrangements of working 
couples, paying little attention to non-work time and activities (for example see Craig 2007a; 
Hochschild 1997; Hochschild and Machung 1989; Perrons et al. 2006; Warren 2003). Overall, there
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is lack of explicit research on the relationship of employment and/or family circumstances with 
different types of free time disadvantage, despite the growing awareness of the importance of free 
time for individual and societal well being. In this section, I outline the potential influences 
different occupational positions and their working time circumstances may exert on the different 
dimensions of temporal well-being outlined in section 2.3 in order to identify the structural bases of 
free time disadvantage.
The chronometric dimension of free time is inextricably intertwined with workers' 
occupational position and working time commitments: As paid work time increases, the available 
time for different daily pursuits decreases. Workers employed full-time thus experience a greater 
reduction of free time from paid work than those in part-time employment. Managerial and higher 
professional occupations, which are more affected by the British long hours culture and are 
characterized by 'results-based' working time arrangements that often engender lengthy workdays 
for performance targets to be met, are likely to face a greater decrease of free time than occupations 
with standard 'clock-based' employment relationships (for a discussion of different working time 
employment relationships in Britain and their consequences see Rubery, Ward, and Grimshaw 
2006; see Kodz et al. 1998 on the British long hours culture). These occupational groups have 
constituted the main focus of previous UK and international research on the temporal aspects of 
employment, which has equated the phenomenon of time poverty with lengthy work schedules, 
without problematising other dimensions of free time (for example see studies from Garhammer 
1998; Gershuny 2005a; Hochschild 1997; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Wajcman 1998).
A series of sociological accounts suggest that long hours in these sectors are partly driven by 
the increased workplace competition and job insecurity, as well as by the importance of'busyness' 
and constant availability for men's professional identities in post-industrial societies (Anderson- 
Gough, Grey and Robson 2000; Clarkberg and Moen 2001; Darier 1998; Ford and Collinson 2011; 
Gershuny 2005a; Perlow 1998), inferring that such work has no clear boundaries and may thus 
potentially 'lure workers from other activities at any time of the day or the night' (Lewis 2003, 
347). This has also been confirmed by a few studies on time-based work-life conflict'^ that provide 
empirical support for a 'higher status time-squeeze hypothesis', which suggests that high workplace 
demands and role responsibilities increase the permeability of borders between work and leisure for 
workers in higher status positions (for example see Schieman et al. 2009). Workers in
4 Work-life conflict refers to the interference of an individual's work role on other personal and family daily 'life' 
domains, and time-based conflict specifically focuses on the temporal aspects o f such interference (Greenhaus and 
Beutell 1985). However, the majority of previous work-life conflict studies have narrowly defined 'life' as the family 
sphere (Schieman, Glavin, and Milkie 2009, 966), neglecting personal domains o f leisure and personal care (see review 
by Steiber 2009; also see Shaffer, Joplin, and Hsu 2011).
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professional/managerial occupations are also more likely to conduct work from home, a result of 
the nature of their work tasks and of the work possibilities provided by technology. Home-based 
work has also been shown to substantially contribute to a blurring of boundaries between work and 
non-work domains, and to give rise to higher levels of work intensity and lengthier workdays and 
workweeks, a result of the lack of spatial and temporal boundaries that characterize private 
workplaces (for example see studies from Crosbie and Moore 2004; Garhammer 1995; Tietze and 
Musson 2002; Yttri 1991). That higher status workers often have an individual responsibility for 
defining the lines between work and non-work may also be influential Gronlund 2007), and some 
studies have found that flexible working time arrangements and self-regulation of working time in 
these sectors may actually increase rather than counteract work-to-life interference (Blair-Loy 
2003, 2009; Ford and Collinson 2011; Perlow 1998). With regards to non-chronometric aspects of 
free time disadvantage, such accounts raise the possibility of workers in higher occupations 
occasionally working on weekends and during unsocial hours.
However, another strand of research has shown that time-related work resources are more 
influential than work demands, which infers that higher professional and managerial occupations 
along with the self-employed retain a significant advantage when it comes to the nature of free time 
and its timing compared to workers in manual and non-skilled occupations (Adam 1995; Epstein 
and Kalleberg 2004a; Fagan 2001a; Roberts 2002; Tietze and Musson 2002; Voydanoff 2007; 
Warren 2003). In her discussion of the class dimensions of different aspects of time poverty, 
Warren notes that, 'the higher up the occupational hierarchy, the more time elasticity there is over 
the working week' (2003, 736), which relates to the empirically evidenced autonomy and relative 
flexibility of British workers in higher occupations to control their starting and finishing work 
times despite the high requirements of their job (Fagan 2001a). In contrast, workers in routine and 
semi-routine occupations in Britain are more likely to experience fragmentation of their free time 
and desynchronization with the rhythms of their wider social environment (i.e. friends, family and 
societal institutions): Because of their weak bargaining power in the labour market, such workers 
are employed under poorly paid hourly contracts, and are most likely to be required and to be 
willing to work shifts and during rigid and unsocial schedules (weekend days and/or late 
evenings/nights) in order to earn extra income through unsocial hours wage premia (Barnes, 
Bryson, and Smith 2006, Fagan 2001a). Non-standard work also constitutes an important means of 
making up for a lack of affordable childcare in lower income dual-earner families (Fagan, 
Hegewisch, and Pillinger 2006, 45), who arrange to work at different times and days of the week in 
order to manage caring responsibilities. Overall, such accounts suggest that British unskilled 
workers in 'fragmented' employment relationships that demand labour into discontinuous periods 
across the week to match production requirements (Rubery, Ward, and Grimshaw 2006) are more 
likely to experience disadvantage in non-chronometric dimensions of free time compared to those
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in higher occupations that retain more resources (i.e. flexibility, temporal autonomy) to synchronize 
their work, family and leisure appropriately despite their lengthy workdays (Adam 1995). The few 
existing studies focusing on the 'deviant' working patterns that characterize manual workers have 
indeed demonstrated different aspects of free time disadvantage, including desynchronization with 
other family members' free time, and an overall lack of social and leisure participation (Blakelock 
1962; Presser 2000; Thierry and Meijman 1994; Zuzanek 2000).
Previous research has additionally underlined the lengthy workdays of unskilled 
occupational groups, which may occasionally need more than one job to make ends meet (Fagan 
2001; Kodz et al. 1998; Warren 2003). Holding more than one job may additionally bring a 
substantial increase in commuting time to and from different workplaces. The same holds for shift 
work, which may entail a greater number of disparate periods of work during a typical working 
week than occupations characterized by more 'traditional' uninterrupted working time schedules 
(i.e. occupations where paid work begins in the morning and finishes in the evening).
Overall, and as previously discussed in Chapter 1, lengthy workdays and other 'adverse' 
working time arrangements such as shift work are more likely to affect men, a result of women's 
domestic and caring responsibilities that cannot be easily reconciled with the requirements of full­
time working careers in the British context (Kodz et al. 1998; Lewis 2003; Rubery, Smith and 
Fagan 1998). Indeed, the vast majority of women in higher occupations that are affected by lengthy 
schedules and require high levels of job commitment are single and without children (Kodz et al. 
1998), while British working mothers are often employed part-time or make use of other flexible 
working time arrangements in order to juggle work and family (Fagan, Hegewisch, and Pillinger 
2006). This means that the main influence on free time for a considerable part of the female British 
workforce is most likely to come from unpaid work activities, which are discussed separately in the 
next section.
2.5 Gender, family roles and free time disadvantage
The recognition of the importance of non-chronometric aspects of free time within the sociology of 
time owes a great deal to the works of feminist sociologists, who have argued that the duration of 
free time constitutes a unidimensional measure that fails to capture working women's conflicting 
temporalities and distinctive daily experiences of time (for example see Adam 1995; Bryson 2007; 
Deem 1982, 1996; Le Feuvre 1994; Henderson and Bialeschki 1991; Henderson et al. 1996; 
Leccardi 1996; Milkie and Peltola 1999; Sullivan 1997; Wimbush and Talbot 1988). It has been 
argued that the persisting gender inequalities in the labour market and in the domestic division of
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labour give rise to disparate temporal constraints that disproportionately hinder women's access to 
leisure and social participation, a result of a number of qualitative differences between paid market 
work and domestic/childcare activities (Bryson 2007; Deem 1996). This section discusses the 
gendered ways housework and parenthood impinge on different dimensions of free time, whilst 
considering the variation that may occur between individuals/households of different gender 
ideologies, employment status, and other socio-economic characteristics.
The impact of marriage/cohabitation and parenthood on the chronometric aspect of free time 
duration has been extensively theorized and is well-documented by previous research (for example 
see Gronau 1977; Rapoport, Rapoport and Strelitz 1975; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Tausig and 
Fenwick 2001). This impact is greater for working women, who continue to conduct more 
domestic work and childcare activities than men in British households regardless of their working 
status (Gershuny 2003). This unequal domestic burden between spouses is likely to increase during 
marriage, as men contribute significantly less to household tasks following the birth of children, 
and substantially increase their working hours (Coltrane 2000; Kan and Gershuny 2009b). Spouses' 
relative socio-economic resources, time availability (which relates to employment status) and 
gender ideologies have all been found to partly influence the division of domestic work within the 
household, (see Kroska 2004 for a concise review of these theories and related empirical findings).
Although 'second shift' arguments imply that married women employed full-time are likely 
to incur a greater decrease of free time as a result of the high demands of both work and family 
roles (Hochschild and Machung 1989), previous research suggests that women in part-time 
employment are likely to face a greater decrease of free time than full-timers: Leisure theorist 
Deem (1996) reports that full-time women workers find it easier to compartmentalize between 
employment, family, and leisure spheres, whereas boundaries for those in part-time jobs are less 
clear-cut. A qualitative US study of 54 part-time women also found that, despite a few exceptions, 
most women experienced an unexpected loss of fi-ee time after they left full-time employment, 
while their husbands' free time and temporal autonomy increased (Webber and Williams 2008). 
Stier and Lewin-Epstein's study on part-time employment and gender inequality within the 
household suggests that this is due to a 'threshold effect' according to which only full-time 
employment of women represents a significant transformation of gender roles within the household 
(2000, 391). They argue that full-time employment increases women's bargaining power and 
decreases their relative time availability, both of which affect the allocation of domestic tasks and 
childcare responsibilities between spouses. Their findings indicate that full-time employment of 
both spouses reinforces a more egalitarian division of domestic labour, whilst part-time 
employment results in a double disadvantage in the labour market and in the family for women, 
who end up facing a particularly pronounced total work time daily burden (Stier and Lewin-Epstein
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2000).
The time men and women spend on unpaid work also varies by household income, which 
may be used to 'save time' by paying for domestic services or childcare (Roberts 2007), thereby 
further contributing to the temporal autonomy of professional occupational groups that was 
previously discussed in section 2.4. Additionally, spouses' relative earnings influence the relative 
share of housework, and an increase of women's earnings gives rise to a more equal division of 
tasks (Bittman et al. 2003), in line with the predictions of exchange/bargaining theories^ (Brines 
1993). Egalitarian gender ideologies, who are usually more common in middle-class couples 
(Bryson 2007; Risman 1998), have also been found to increase men's relative contribution to 
domestic work (Kroska 2004; Nordenmark 2004). However, other studies underline a discrepancy 
between traditional gender attitudes and behaviour, showing that working class men's engagement 
with household chores is often more substantial than that of middle class men due to the 
demanding and 'adverse' working time commitments (i.e. shift work/unsocial hours work) of their 
wives and to their commitment to 'fairness' (Deutsch and Saxon 1998). A series of other socio­
demographic characteristics like ethnicity and number of children have also been found to affect 
the gendered division of labour within the household in various and interrelated ways (Dale and 
Egerton 1997; see Coltrane 2000 and Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010 for systematic reviews 
of sociological studies on routine household work), with direct consequences for spouses' relative 
free time availability. However, although such research provides important information regarding 
socio-economic variations in time spent in household work amongst married workers, it does not 
give insight into possible gender differences in non-chronometric aspects of free time disadvantage.
Although manied (or cohabiting) working men and women spend an almost equal daily 
amount of total time in work activities (Gershuny 2003), theoretical accounts and empirical studies 
within feminist sociology suggest that women are likely to experience multiple and more severe 
forms of free time disadvantage, which is attributed to the gendered patterns of unpaid work 
allocation within the home. For example, the unclear and open-ended boundaries of housework and 
childcare have been discussed by a number of feminist scholars, who have postulated that women's 
domestic responsibilities contaminate their free time on an ongoing basis and significantly 
constrain their opportunities for 'active' outdoor leisure engagement (for example see Bryson 2007; 
Budig and Folbre 2004; Deem 1996; Everingham 2002; Green, Hebron, and Woodward 1990; 
Wimbush and Talbot 1988): In contrast with paid work that cannot be conducted simultaneously 
with other types of activities^, certain types of unpaid work can take place alongside 'passive' forms
5 Such theories assume that both men and women have a preference to avoid housework, and that a relative increase in 
income places them in a better position to bargain their way out o f housework (Brines 1993).
6 This somewhat self-evident claim is confirmed by empirical studies on multitasking practices (for example see review
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of indoor leisure such as watching television. Examples of such unpaid work activities are 'passive' 
forms of 'low-intensive' child-rearing practices such as minding the children, and more mundane 
housework tasks like ironing and cooking. In line with feminist claims, previous research has 
corroborated an overall high prevalence of such forms of multitasking, which disproportionately 
affect women's free time (Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Mattingly and Bianchi 2003; Zick and 
Bryant 1996). Furthermore, the 'ever-present nature of caring' (Bryson 2007, 157), which is 
process-oriented as opposed to task-oriented paid work, increases the risk of fragmentation of free 
time, especially on weekend days when all members of the family are present at home. Indeed, 
pronounced gender differences in the fragmentation of free time have been evidenced by both 
ethnographic studies (Beck and Arnold 2009) and secondary analyses of survey data (Bittman and 
Wajcman 2000; Sullivan 1997). Finally, sociological accounts have also discussed working 
women's disadvantage in chronologic dimensions of free time, as a consequence of their 
prioritizing of caring for others, and of coordinating children's and other family members' 
schedules and activities (Arendell 2001; Deem 1987; Graham 1984). This last aspect of 
disadvantage has been understood as a temporal consequence of gender differences in care-related 
values and ethics, and of societal expectations regarding the symbolic enactment of motherhood 
roles (Bryson 2007).
Gender theorists suggest that these differences are likely to persist in households 
characterized by a more equal domestic division of labour, albeit in a less pronounced way. This is 
because men's contribution in the household mainly consists of more 'masculine' activities such as 
lawn maintenance and repair work, and other sporadic non-intrusive tasks that are characterized by 
a 'built-in flexibility' (Milkie and Peltola 1999. 478; also see Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Kan, 
Sullivan and Gershuny 2011). Such tasks are less urgent than mundane everyday domestic tasks, 
and empirical studies have indeed demonstrated that men occasionally forego them in order to gain 
free time and participate in leisure activities (Mattingly and Bianchi 2003). This relates to the fact 
that most men continue to perceive their roles as breadwinners as primary (Brannen and Nilsen 
2006; Townsend 2002), and their engagement with domestic tasks as being more discretionary and 
of secondary importance (Crompton 2006). In contrast, women are more likely to experience work 
and family roles as independent and in conflict with each other (Mattingly and Bianchi 2003), and 
have also been found to experience feelings of guilt when their paid work responsibilities constrain 
their time for domestic work and childcare involvement (Arendell 2001).
Women's domestic responsibilities are substantially more constraining and inelastic given 
the more arduous and pressing nature of routine daily tasks in the home. The same holds for their 
childcare involvement, which has been shown to be almost unaffected by increases in their paid 
in Kenyon 2010).
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work time (Zick and Bryant 1996), It is also doubtful whether the ideology of the 'involved caring 
father' that has recently gained ground among the British middle classes (Brannen and Nilsen 2006; 
Gillies 2009) brought a marked decrease in gender differences in the quality of free time: A number 
of international empirical studies demonstrate that modem fathers' child-rearing contribution 
mainly consists of participation in 'recreational' outdoor leisure and social activities with children^, 
while mothers continue to spend more time cooking, bathing and feeding children (Craig 2006b; 
see Monna and Gauthier 2008 for a detailed review of the determinants of childcare involvement). 
Moreover, women more often care for more than one child at a time while alone, whereas fathers 
mostly engage with childcare tasks under the supervision of their wives (see Monna and Gauthier 
2008). According to gender theorists, this task segregation may be attributed to traditional ideas 
about masculinity that lead men to avoid engagement with 'feminine' domestic tasks, and to 
reinforce their identity by 'doing gender' through the maintenance of a more remote relationship 
with household responsibilities (Risman 1998; West and Zimmermann 1987). Such accounts 
suggest that the enactment of dominant gender identities and roles in the household is likely to 
contribute to gender differences in non-chronometric types of free time disadvantage, even in 
households characterized by a more equal division of housework tasks.
Overall, the reviewed empirical evidence infer that occupational positions and gender 
asymmetries within the labour market and the household are interdependent, and infuse everyday 
life with distinctive temporal implications. Having provided some evidence for the structural and 
gendered bases of free time disadvantage, the next section of this chapter shifts its attention to this 
thesis' conceptualization of time poverty.
2.6 Conceptualising time poverty: a focus on free time inequalities
The underlying notion of any definition of poverty is that a person is poor when he/she does not 
attain a minimum level of well-being in society, which is set differently according to each 
definition's conceptual basis. Overall, three different conceptualizations of poverty exist: 1) an 
absolute concept of poverty, which establishes a level of resources deemed essential for the 
satisfaction of normatively defined individual needs, 2) a relative concept of poverty, which defines 
deprivation contextually and in comparison with the resources of others in the community, and 3) a 
subjective concept of poverty, which is based on individuals' own subjective evaluations about their 
command of resources, relying on the distribution of perceptions of poverty in order to identify the 
'poor' (Drewnowski 1977). Primarily advanced for the study of monetary resources, these
7 Other than bread-winning, which can be understood as an indirect form of child-rearing.
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conceptualizations of poverty may be applied to a range of non-monetary resources, including free 
time.
For the study of time poverty in British society, this thesis relies on a relative 
conceptualization of deprivation, which focuses its attention to the relationship of structural and 
family conditions with the social stratification of free time resources. Conceptually located within 
the resource approach to welfare maximization, this thesis regards the problem of welfare as one of 
resource scarcity and distribution of resources within the citizenry (Esping-Andersen 2000). An 
emphasis is thus put on equity, which relates to the importance of equal opportunities for every 
person to maximize his/her own human potential.
In line with Townsend's classic definition of poverty, the time poor are defined as those 
whose fi-ee time resources are 'so low compared to those commanded by the average worker that 
they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living patterns and activities' (1979, 31). A relative 
understanding of time poverty was first theoretically advanced by Bittman (1998), who proposed 
an application of relative income poverty techniques to the empirical study of free time 
disadvantage. Rather than solely focusing on comparisons of free time resources of different 
groups, this conceptualization goes beyond the concept of social stratification by incorporating the 
notion of incapacity to participate in ordinary living patterns and activities due to the lack of free 
time resources. 'Time-poor' status thus captures a person's inability to participate in social and 
leisure non-work activities regardless of their preference to do so or not (see Sen 1979 for a 
discussion on income poverty, ability and tastes). Like income poverty, measurement of time 
poverty constitutes an 'indirect approach' to the study of welfare and quality of life that does not 
incorporate individual tastes and leisure preferences (Ringen 1988).
In contrast with absolute conceptualizations that would equate time poverty with the lack of 
a fixed amount of daily free time deemed essential for the satisfaction of rest and/or leisure needs, 
the relative approach understands welfare necessities as socially determined, and thus defines time 
deprivation according to the distribution of free time resources in a given society. It is thus more 
suited for the study of temporal inequalities rather than for the identification of cases of 'absolute 
impoverishment' from free time resources, although there might be some overlap between the two 
(see Sen 1979 for a discussion of the conceptual and philosophical differences and implications of 
the two approaches). It should however be noted that an absolute conceptualization and 
measurement of time poverty appears perplexing at best, as unlike in the case of income, there is no 
evidence regarding the minimum daily amount of time necessary to satisfy an individuals' rest and 
leisure needs.
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In this thesis, the conceptualisation of time poverty relies solely on observable patterns of 
time allocation and does not take into account subjective evaluations about experiences of lack of 
free time (see Anttila, Oinas, and Nâtti 2009 for a review of studies focusing on subjectively- 
defined time poverty). This is because, although subjective time poverty is an interesting topic in 
its own right, it cannot provide wholly reliable information that can inform social policy: Personal 
judgements about one's experience and command of free time resources may correspond little to 
objective reality, as these may be shaped by unjust background conditions and low expectations 
(see relevant discussions in Crompton 2006; Drewnowski 1977; Esping-Andersen 2000). This 
relates to the issue of adaptive preferences, which postulates that individuals adapt their 
preferences and desires under deprived circumstances, pointing to the possibility that manual 
workers that work long hours for extra income will more easily 'accept' and thus undervalue an 
objective lack of free time in their subjective assessments than those workers in professional 
occupations. This is the main reason why the investigation of free time resources in this thesis 
solely focuses on objective time allocation in order to identify different forms of temporal 
disadvantage, and understand their interaction with other aspects of structural disadvantage for 
different work-life balance outcomes. However, it is acknowledged that the relationship of 
objective and subjective time poverty constitutes an interesting topic for future research and is 
briefly discussed in the conclusion of this thesis.
2.7 Conclusion
This chapter has presented this thesis' framework for the empirical study of different temporal 
inequalities relating to free time, leisure engagement, and sleep. Four different kinds of daily 
activities were identified and the degree of discretion of a worker to engage with these in a regular 
working week was discussed. This typology has distinguished between free time and personal care 
time, which constitute two different types of time that fall under the broadly defined non­
work/discretionary time concept previously utilized in Chapter 1. Following the presentation of this 
typology, the discussion shifted its attention to free time, one of the topics of interest of this thesis. 
Taking into account theoretical propositions from the sociology of time, this chapter has recognized 
the multidimensional nature of free time resources, demonstrating the necessity for empirical 
investigations that scrutinize different aspects of free time disadvantage and their consequences. 
After briefly reviewing the potential influences of different occupational positions and gender roles 
on free time, a relative conceptualization of time poverty was advanced, focusing on the 
stratification of free time resources amongst workers.
However, the effects of occupational circumstances and family responsibilities on free time
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are likely to be interdependent and cumulative, which implies the need for data that provide 
inclusive information on time allocation to allow a comprehensive study of free time disadvantage. 
Chapter 3 introduces the main aspects of the time use survey, which is the only methodology that 
allows the collection of detailed holistic information on daily life at a large-scale level, and 
constitutes the methodological choice of this thesis for the construction of measures of temporal 
inequalities on non-work time and activities.
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3. THE TIME USE SURVEY: A METHODOLOGY FOR THE 
STUDY OF TIME ALLOCATION AND EVERYDAY LIFE
3.1 Introduction
In the previous chapter I have outlined a framework for the understanding of work and non-work 
time and their interrelationship, which has informed the empirical study of daily time allocation 
undertaken in this thesis. In this chapter I turn to the methodological issue of the measurement of 
time allocation and provide a justification of the chosen methodology for this research, namely the 
time-diary methodology. The study of how people spend their time goes back to the beginning of 
the 20* century and has since constituted a substantive and methodological theme of central 
interest for numerous social science disciplines, particularly anthropology, sociology, economics 
and social psychology (Barker and Wright 1951; Barker and Barker 1961; Betzig and Turke 1985; 
Bolger, Davis, and Rafaeli 2003; Csikszentmihalyi and Larson 1986; Darrah 2009; Hektner, 
Schmidt, and Csikszentmihalyi 2007; Juster, Ono, and Stafford 2003; Minge-Klevana et al. 1980; 
Mulder et al. 1985; Larson and Csikszentmihalyi 1983; Sorokin and Berger 1937; Szalai et al. 
1972). Indeed, a wide range of methodologies for the study of everyday life have been developed 
during the 20* century, from direct observational approaches such as the shadowing method 
(Quinlan 2008) to the more sophisticated Experience Sampling Method (Larson and 
Csikszentmihalyi 1983). However, the majority of these methods have limited generalizability as 
they are of a qualitative nature and/or rely on convenience samples. Currently, there exist only two 
techniques that can be utilized to gather information on the activity patterns of large populations 
based on probability samples: interviewer-administered questions in conventional (most often 
household) social surveys, and self-completed time diaries in stand-alone time use (or time budget) 
surveys.
While the use of survey questions for the measurement of time allocation can be traced back 
to 1909 (Juster et al. 2003, 23), the first studies that employed time diaries as data collection 
instruments were conducted in the inter-war period in the United States and the Soviet Union 
(Andorka 1987, 149; Stinson 1999, 5). However, the great upsurge of time use surveys began in the 
1960s with the Multinational Time-Budget Research Project that collected information on the time 
allocation of working age people in 12 countries of North America and Western Europe (Szalai et 
al. 1972). Following this large-scale study, a considerable number of countries began funding 
national time use surveys on a regular basis, guided by the idea that time diary data would fill in a
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number of gaps in the statistical information available in the social domain, particularly regarding 
the economic importance of the previously invisible domestic work (Bryson 2007). Since the mid- 
1990s, the number of stand-alone time use studies conducted by national and international agencies 
has been growing steadily, resulting in an impressive pool of data from developed and developing 
countries^
Alongside this expansion, a series of methodological developments in the data collection 
instruments and the survey design of time use studies have provoked widespread consensus among 
social researchers that they provide the most reliable large-scale information on objective time 
allocation and activity patterns of individuals (Fisher et al. 2007; Gershuny 2003; Juster and 
Stafford 1991; Michelson 2005). Providing a holistic account of daily human activity, time diary 
data have been deployed to answer a broad range of sociological and policy-related questions 
(Gershuny and Sullivan 1998), some of which had not been previously addressed in the social 
sciences due to lack of appropriate data. A few of the research topics that have thus far benefited 
from analyses of time use studies are: the shifting balance between paid and unpaid work 
(Gershuny 2003), the allocation of domestic work and caring responsibilities between spouses and 
their associated family outcomes (Craig 2006a, 2006b; Gershuny 2003; Sullivan 2010), changing 
lifestyles and consumer behaviour (Gershuny 2005a; Glorieux et al. 2010; Sullivan and Gershuny 
2004), life-course transitions (Gauthier and Furstenberg 2002; Gauthier and Smeeding 2003), the 
effects of employment and welfare regimes on individuals' and couples' daily life (Gershuny and 
Sullivan 2003; Lesnard 2008; Rice, Goodin, and Parpo 2006), parental childcare practices and 
children's daily life (Ben-Arieh and Ofir 2002; Bianchi and Robinson 1997; Blanchi, Robinson, 
and Milkie 2007; Esping-Andersen and Bonke 2007; Hofferth and Sandberg 2001; Roeters, Van 
Der Lippe, and Kluwer 2009; Bianchi et al. 2000; Sayer, Bianchi and Robinson 2004), and urban 
planning (Harvey 2002).
The aim of this chapter is to familiarize the reader with the format of the time diary and the 
overall survey design of time use surveys, and provide evidence concerning the higher reliability 
and validity of diary data on duration and participation in everyday activities compared to time use 
data from conventional interviewer-administered social survey questions. It is demonstrated that 
the methodological limitations of survey questions are rectified by the time diary methodology, 
which additionally provides the researcher with unique information on the nature, context and 
interrelationship of daily activities. This renders the methodology particularly appropriate for a 
rigorous study of the topics discussed in Chapters 2.
8 For a detailed account on the history and the current state o f time use research and available datasets the reader is 
referred to the website o f the International Association for Time Use Research [lATUR] (•u'ww. iatur.org) and the Centre 
for Time Use Research [CTUR] o f the University o f Oxford ( w'ww.timeuse.org'l.
37
3.2 Limitations of measurement of time allocation with social survey 
questions
Conventional social surveys produce stylized estimates of human activity and time allocation by 
asking the respondent to provide 'normal' or 'typical' amounts of time per day, week, month or year 
spent on a particular activity (Juster et al. 2003, 23). Examples of such questions are:
1. How many hours do you usually spend in paid work activities in a typical week?
2. How much time did you spend watching TV last week?
3. How many times did you attend a theatre play in the last month?
4. How many hours did you spend exercising last week?
The first important weakness of this survey measurement approach is the inaccuracy and low 
reliability of time estimates obtained from questions like those above (Michelson 2005; Robinson 
1985; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Ver Ploeg 2000). This mostly relates to the fact that, in a survey 
context, respondents are asked to provide on the spot answers about their time expenditure on 
certain activities within a few seconds: while at first it may appear to be a simple estimation task, 
recalling details about time spent on an activity involves several steps of calculations that are 
difficult to perform in the short time available to the survey respondent. For instance, a worker that 
is being asked how many hours he/she spent watching television last week (example question 2)
has to undertake the tasks of searching his/her memory for all episodes of television viewing in the
previous week, separating TV viewing episodes from other activities that were taking place roughly 
at the same time and adding up all the episode lengths across days in the last week correctly 
(example adapted from Robinson and Godbey 1999, 59). Recall error also increases the inaccuracy 
of the estimates provided, particularly in the case of questions with a retrospective time horizon 
greater than a week (Juster et al. 2003, 29). Overall, 'a simple stylized question (concerning 
engagement in a specific activity), when broken into the constituent information expected of 
respondents, is beyond the ability of most respondents to answer accurately' (Robinson and Godbey 
1999, 59), unless they perform the activity in question in a highly regimented manner.
This problem has been corroborated by studies that have shown that time use estimates from 
stylized questions often have a sum of more than 24 hours per day or 168 hours per week (Hawes, 
Talarzyk, and Blackwell 1976; Verbrugge and Gruber-Baldine 1993), and by several validation 
studies that have confirmed an important overestimation of time spent in certain activities when the
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Stylized measurement method is used^ (Chase and Godbey 1983; Robinson and Godbey 1999). For 
example, methodological studies that have focused on the issue of accuracy of paid work estimates 
have found that, while the stylized method can occasionally be accurate at an aggregate level, 
significant overestimation may still exist for certain occupational groups (Williams 2004).
In addition, social desirability, that is, the tendency of individuals to deny socially 
undesirable actions and behaviours and to admit socially desirable ones (Chung and Monroe 2003; 
Zerbe and Paulhus 1987), further increases the inaccuracy of stylized estimates of time allocation 
(Juster et al. 2003; Robinson and Godbey 1999). Indeed, ample evidence exists on the tendency of 
survey respondents to over-report participation and time spent in socially desirable activities such 
as church-going (Hadaway, Marier, and Chaves 1993, 1998; Presser and Stinson 1998; Smith 
1998), paid work (Gershuny 2005b; Niemi 1993; Robinson 1985; Robinson and Bostrom 1994), 
unpaid domestic work (Kan 2008; Marini and Shelton 1993; Press and Townsley 1998), childcare 
(Budig and Folbre 2004), and physical activity (Michelson 2005; Ver Ploeg et al. 2010; Wamecke 
et al. 1997), while it can also be speculated that time spent in 'passive' leisure activities such as 
television viewing may be under-reported by certain social groups.
A more important shortcoming of survey questions is that they provide very limited 
information on the daily time allocation and the activity patterns of respondents, which further 
decreases the benefits of their potential analyses for investigations of topics relating to broader 
issues of work-life balance: On the one hand, solely data on participation and/or duration of 
engagement with certain activities are gathered, while the timing/day of their occurrence is wholly 
ignored. This is a particularly important omission in relation to employment as it does not allow the 
researcher to measure the actual prevalence of unsocial working schedules (i.e. weekend work) in 
the population and their relative effect on respondents' free time resources, as opposed to more 
traditional working time arrangements. On the other hand, the survey measurement approach 
collects data on a limited number of pre-specified activities, which means that little room is left for 
new leisure activities that are potentially becoming more widespread to become visible in statistical 
accounts, a good example being the use of the internet. Similarly, questionnaires are often 
restrictive in terms of cultural taste, gathering information concerning primarily highbrow leisure 
activities such as theatre attendance. In addition, the majority of social surveys omit to examine the 
time spent in personal care activities that are of great importance for work-life balance and quality 
of life such as sleep, a topic of substantive interest that is introduced in Chapter 4. Most
9 For example. Chase and Godbey (1983) asked members o f a tennis club in Pennsylvania how many times they had 
used the club during the last 12 months, and then used the club’s sign-in system to cheek the accuracy o f  responses. The 
study found that more than half o f the respondents overestimated the actual number o f times they attended the tennis club 
by more than a 100 percent, reflecting the difficulty o f recall and its consequences for the accuracy o f obtained estimates.
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importantly, the mode of data collection means that estimates of the amount of free time and its 
nature/timing on a regular working day and/or week cannot be obtained, since most often only 
questions concerning participation and duration of 'active' leisure activities are asked of 
respondents. An implication of this is that an examination of the stratification of free time and a 
subsequent identification of the 'time poor' of society is not possible with stylized questions that 
attempt to measure time use. Finally, the fact that the retrospective time horizon often differs for 
activities in the same survey (i.e. the previous/typical week for paid and unpaid work, as opposed 
to the previous/typical month for 'active' leisure activities) renders work-life balance analyses of 
conventional social survey data even more problematic.
In summary, stylized questions that estimate time allocation do not provide a holistic picture 
of the working patterns of the population or of the trade-off between different kinds of activities in 
a given period, and also present problems of accuracy and reliability. As shown in the following 
sections, these weaknesses are rectified by the time-diary methodology, which offers a 
comprehensive account of time allocation over a shorter period of time, providing the researcher 
with more analytical choices for the study of work-life balance and the stratification of non-work 
time and activities.
3.3 The time use methodology
3.3.1 The time diary
What differentiates time use surveys from conventional interviewer-administered social surveys on 
time allocation is the use of a self-completed time diary for data collection. The time diary has been 
previously characterised as a ‘micro-behavioural technique’ that offers a complete account of 
individual daily behaviour over a limited period of time (Robinson and Godbey 1999, 64). Despite 
the fact that some of its features tend to vary among different time use surveys, its heart is always 
preserved: a self-reported description of activities across the full 24 hours of a day is collected 
along with an assignment of the starting and stopping times of each activity (Stinson 1999, 5). 
Figure 3.1 provides an example of a completed section of the most typical diary format utilized in 
stand-alone time use surveys. In addition to collecting information on the main activities 
respondents engage in and their duration, time diaries usually collect information on whom the 
respondent was with, where each activity took place, and whether the respondent was doing 
anything else at the same time (a simultaneous 'secondary' activity). An impressive level of micro­
measurement detail is thus achieved and a holistic narrative account of daily life is produced.
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giving access to the nature, sequence and context of human activity.
The originality of the technique lies in the fact that it 'capitalizes on the most attractive 
measurement properties of the time variable' (Robinson and Godbey 1999: 97). The time diary 
covers the full 24 hours of a day and all daily activities are potentially recorded, adding up to 1440 
minutes. It also respects the ‘zero-sum’ property of time, i.e. that time is a metric with a fixed upper 
limit and that, if time in one activity increases, it must be zeroed out by decreases in other 
activities. Respondents are asked to provide a sequential account of their daily activities, which 
corresponds to the way daily events are stored in memory. As accuracy is determined by the 
relative accessibility of the required information in respondents' memory (Blair and Burton 1987), 
this format yields a more accurate recall than survey questions, thus increasing the validity of the 
data. The use of the ten-minute increments to divide the 24-hour day also contributes to the high 
accuracy of the obtained duration estimates, as respondents cannot manipulate their activity 
durations by using middle-range responses to counter their approximations (Backor, Golde, and 
Nie 2007; Krosnick 1999). Further advantages of the diary technique are that it is less subject to 
social desirability and normative response errors (Sullivan 2011), it minimizes interviewer effects 
and it does not rely on proxies'" Overall, a number of studies making use of spouse activity 
reports, video-recorded observations, shadow observations, and random hour accounts have 
provided evidence on the higher validity and reliability of diary time use estimates from stand­
alone time use surveys (for more details of such cross-validation studies the reader is referred to 
Robinson and Godbey 1999: 74-77). Similarly, numerous methodological studies comparing 
stylized and time diary estimates for different activities have established the imprecision and built- 
in bias towards over-reporting of social survey questions and the comparatively higher validity of 
time diaries (Gershuny 2005b; Juster 1986; Juster et al. 2003; Kamo 2000; Kan and Pudney 2008; 
Niemi 1993; Robinson 1985; Ver Ploeg 2000; Ver Ploeg et al. 2010; Williams 2004).
It should be noted at this point that there exist a wide range of different time diary formats 
that can be employed in time use surveys: For example, diaries can either be precoded ('light' 
diaries), which means that a list of activity codes is printed on the diary for the respondent to tick 
or circle in each time slot, or natural-language open-ended diaries ('heavy' diaries), which means 
that respondents are asked to provide their own descriptions of activities (the diary shown in Figure 
3.1 is an open-ended diary). Modes of administration of the time diary may also differ, as diaries 
can be either left behind for respondents to complete on the next day ('tomorrow' diaries), or
10 The latter point is true only in the case o f adult time use survey respondents: Time use studies that sample entire 
households occasionally rely on proxy diaries for young children. Nevertheless, as this research project does not examine 
children's time use the issue o f proxy diaries and their quality is not discussed in this chapter.
11 The influence o f proxy interviews on stylized estimates o f paid and unpaid work has been investigated by the 
methodological study o f Achen and Stafford (2005).
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completed in the company of an interviewer asking the respondent about the previous day's 
activities ('yesterday' diaries) (Gershuny 2003, 276). Finally, time slots also tend to vary between 
different surveys, ranging from 5 to 30 minutes. Such variations depend on the purposes and the 
economic budget of each time use survey (Bittman 2000), and can potentially affect the quality of 
the obtained time use estimates. For example, 'yesterday' diaries consistently yield lower quality 
data than 'tomorrow' diaries, as they are subject to recall bias (Robinson 1985). However, 
'yesterday' diaries still keep the amount of time between the occurrence of an event and its account 
at a minimum (Laurenceau and Bolger 2005; Wheeler and Reis 1991), therefore presenting a lower 
likelihood of severe recall bias than conventional social survey questions. In general, the overall 
higher reliability of time diary data compared with time estimates derived from conventional 
surveys has been evidenced to be irrelevant to the survey design choices followed in time-use 
studies (Harvey 1999; Robinson 1985). As a result, the relative strengths and weaknesses of the 
aforementioned variations in the time diary format and its administration are not discussed further.
Most importantly, other than the accuracy and reliability advantages, the diary technique also 
provides an impressive level of detail regarding respondents' activity patterns and time allocation, 
which enables a thorough examination of the temporal issues discussed in Chapters 1 and 2. By 
surveying an entire 24-hour day, the diary provides the researcher with a holistic and accurate 
account of time expenditure in the four previously identified types of work and non-work activities 
(paid work, unpaid work, personal care, and free time activities). The 24-hour format yields unique 
information on respondents' sleep duration, providing an opportunity for the analysis of the 
relationship of sleep duration with time constraints from work and family roles. Moreover, unlike 
social survey questions, the time diary produces data regarding the amount of free time available to 
respondents, as well as its use, thus allowing a comprehensive study of the distribution of different 
types of free time disadvantage and their associations with different social and leisure outcomes. 
The collection of information on secondary activities and on the presence of other people is also of 
particular importance and constitutes a unique asset of the time diary methodology. With this 
information, time poverty and work-life balance analyses can move beyond 'chronometric' 
measures of free time and examine the effects of the spillover of responsibilities from domestic and 
work roles on free time quality (i.e. contamination), an issue that was discussed in Chapter 2. 
Finally, data on the timing of activities and the day of their occurrence are also valuable, 
particularly in the case of paid work. Tijdens and Dragstra (2007) have previously noted that very 
few household surveys examine all aspects of work time, and that the majority cover only weekly 
hours of paid work. In this respect, it can be argued that time-use surveys provide a unique 
opportunity to simultaneously examine the actual prevalence of different working time 
circumstances at a population level, and assess their influence on discretionary time and activities.
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3.3.2 The diary period
A key sampling issue in time use research is the unit of time to be observed. In time use surveys, 
diaries are used to survey relatively short periods of an individual's life, ranging from one day to 
the maximum of a week. This is because completion is burdensome for participants and, inevitably, 
decisions about gathering information take the form of a trade-off between an analyst’s wish list 
and the respondent burden it imposes (Bittman 2000). On theoretical grounds alone, sampling a 
seven-day or an even longer period of time would be ideal as this would potentially capture 
population heterogeneity and provide rich information on the occurrence of a wide range of 
activities and the time spent on each. However, the choice of sampling a seven-day period is 
considered particularly risky because of increasing respondent fatigue (Backor et al. 2007; Szalai et 
al. 1972). Diarists may tire filling out diaries after a few days and become increasingly sloppy in 
their reporting, forgetting activities in which they engaged in (Jacobs and Gerson 2001, 62), which 
would inevitably mean less precise diary data. A seven-day period may also discourage potential 
respondents, as a longer time commitment is required from them, and lead to lower response rates. 
Although time use literature is not entirely conclusive on the effect that weekly diary periods may 
have on diary data quality (Gershuny et al. 1986; Glorieux and Minnen 2009; Niemi 1993), the 
decision to sample 7 days remains relatively uncommon in time use surveys, primarily because of 
its effect on the survey response rate, an issue discussed in section 3.3.4'L
At the same time, a period of one day as a sampling unit is highly problematic if the 
analytical purpose of the study is to provide a general account of individual and societal activity 
patterns, since there is substantial differentiation in individual time allocation between different 
days of the week, especially weekdays and weekend days, and certain domestic and leisure 
activities are often scheduled on a weekly basis (Gershuny 2003, 274). Given that activity patterns 
are structured in terms of socially relevant cycles, certain activities may occur exclusively on the 
weekend (Lewis and Weigert 1981; Zerubavel 1985a). For this reason, sampling one weekday and 
one weekend day constitutes an increasingly common research design, that achieves an optimal 
balance between sufficient time coverage and reasonable response burden (European Commission 
2004; Osterberg 2000). Among other things, surveying weekend days is of great importance for 
studies of work-life balance, given the increasing destabilization of work patterns in contemporary 
societies, and the potentially higher value of weekend free time resources that was discussed in 
Chapter 2.
12 The UK and the Netherlands are the only countries that have employed 7-day weekly diaries in previous national time 
use studies (the reader is referred to Gershuny (2003, 75) for information on the length o f diaries o f previous time use 
surveys).
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Randomizing diaries across weekdays and weekend days for each respondent makes the 
entire sample of achieved diaries representative across all days of the week. Similarly, seasonal 
effects, such as holiday periods and weather conditions, on individual time allocation are taken into 
account in the sampling design of time use surveys in order to achieve a representative coverage of 
'typical' days throughout the surveyed year. An equal allocation of respondent diaries across the 
week and the four seasons assures that diaries completed during ‘atypical’ days of respondents 
'wash out' in the aggregate (Robinson and Godbey 1999, 4; Gershuny and Robinson 1988).
Although the time diary constitutes the major data collection instrument of time use surveys, 
it is always accompanied by interviewer-administered individual and household questionnaires that 
gather information on major classificatory variables and occupational characteristics that are 
essential for subsequent analyses. It is customary for these questionnaires to also include questions 
regarding respondents' participation in a wide range of work and non-work activities over a longer 
period of time (Ver Ploeg 2000). Such stylized estimates of participation are considered essential as 
they can be used to cross-validate data from the diary, allowing the researcher to investigate the 
extent to which what appears as interpersonal variation in certain time-use patterns in the diaries is 
actually intra-personal variation and simply an effect of the short length of the surveyed time 
period (Gershuny 2003, 143). Additionally, diarists are asked whether the surveyed diary day 
constitutes a 'typical' weekday or weekend day for them, as the more 'typical' the day the more 
likely it is to represent respondents' regular engagement with their recorded activities (Chang and 
Krosnick 2003, 58). This information is particularly useful for studies like this one that focus on 
the distribution and use of time of different social groups rather than on aggregate societal time use 
patterns, as it can provide confidence concerning the robustness of time diary estimates.
3.3.3 Activity classification
A unique complication of time diary data is that the researcher ends up with indefinitely many 
potential activity variables for analysis (Gershuny 2003, 143). This is primarily true in the case of 
time use surveys that make use of open-ended natural-language diaries ('heavy' diaries), that is, 
diaries that respondents fill in with their own descriptions of daily activities. Following the 
completion of fieldwork, such descriptions are typically collapsed into approximately 200 or more 
activity codes. As such a high number of activity categories can become quite unmanageable for 
the researcher, it is essential to summarize and create meaningful broader activity groups with 
precise conceptual boundaries.
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Activities can be grouped into the 4 broad categories of paid work, unpaid work, personal 
care, and free time, in accordance with the typology outlined in Chapter 2. Other activity 
typologies may also be applied. Classification into work and non-work is conventionally made 
according to the 'third person criterion', which considers an activity as productive if it can be 
delegated to a third party without a decrease in output or loss of value (Reid 1934). A set of other 
coding standards are also used in regrouping, especially for the classification of activities with 
blurred boundaries such as childcare and personal care activities'L For example, despite the fact 
that part of the value of childcare may potentially decrease if it is not provided by the parents of the 
child (Himmelweit 1995), the activity is regarded as unpaid work in all classifications. On the other 
hand, it has been agreed that while activities such as washing oneself and shaving can be provided 
by a third party, they conform to normal adult behaviour and are not generally delegated to others, 
and are thus regarded as non-productive personal care activities (Eurostat 1999, 22).
Overall, grouping detailed activity codes into higher level activity categories is by no means 
a simple task and often requires a great amount of analytical work making use of contextual 
location and co-presence codes from the time diary. Classification can be often seen as artificial 
and arbitrary because, as Robinson and Godbey note, 'human behaviour is potentially infinite in 
meaning and form and what a person is doing is ultimately an existential question with endless 
political and ethical overtones' (Robinson and Godbey 1999, 65). However, the use of common 
conceptually-informed classification standards is critical for the development of time diary 
research, in order to ensure the generation of meaningful and comparable accounts of everyday life 
and activities, and the construction of robust social indicators on objective time use.
3.3.4 Non-response rates and non-response bias
Relatively high rates of non-response are generally typical for social surveys with a two- 
dimensional sampling design in which both individuals and time periods (i.e. months and days of 
the year to be surveyed) have to be selected at random (Van Ingen, Stoop, and Breedveld 2009, 70). 
In time use surveys, participants are asked to do much more than respondents in a conventional 
survey, and the burden of diary completion constitutes an additional barrier for the achievement of 
high response rates. As a result, it is unusual for time use surveys to achieve a response rate as high 
as 60 per cent and, as survey non-response is commonly taken as an indicator of the quality of
13 The first set o f coding standards was developed by Szalai and colleagues for the aforementioned Multinational Time 
Budget Research Project (Szalai et al. 1972). Since then several coding standards have been developed but they all 
heavily rely on Szalai’s initial classification of activities. The reader is referred to Korrigan (1999) for a summary o f  
coding standards currently used in time use research.
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survey data (Abraham, Maitland, and Bianchi 2006) concerns on the bias that such non-response 
rates introduce to the obtained estimates may be expressed. However, non-response is a source of 
bias only to the extent that those who respond in a survey are different from those who do not with 
respect to characteristics of interest to the researcher (Abraham, Maitland, and Bianchi 2006). In 
recent years, a number of methodological studies examining non-response bias in time use surveys 
have been published, providing further support to claims that high non-response rates do not 
always lead to patterns of non-response bias (Groves 2006).
The most common hypothesis about survey non-response that appears particularly relevant 
to time use surveys is that people who are busy with other activities are less likely to respond in 
surveys (Abraham, Maitland, and Bianchi 2006; Budlender 2007, 5; Campanelli, Sturgis, and 
Purdon 1997). Busyness could potentially lead to both lower contact and higher refusal rates, since 
busy people may be less frequently at home, as well as less willing to take the time to respond to a 
request for survey participation (Groves and Couper 1998, 122). However, the 'busyness 
hypothesis' has now been rejected by a number of methodological studies (Abraham, Maitland, and 
Bianchi 2006; Gershuny 2003; Van Ingen, Stoop, and Breedveld 2009; Kalis 1993; O’Neill and 
Dixon 2005). For example, Abraham and colleagues (2006) have conducted a study using diary 
data from the American Time Use Survey, which showed that busy people were not less likely to 
respond in the survey. Additionally, their analysis found that aggregate estimates of time use 
calculated using the survey base weights without any adjustment for non-response did not differ 
substantially from estimates calculated using the survey weights for non-response and from the 
estimates calculated using a non-response weight the authors constructed using a propensity model 
(Abraham, Maitland, and Bianchi 1996). A different research study employed by Van Ingen et al. 
(2009) made use of the so-called doorstep/'basic question' approach, (Kersten and Bethlehem 
1984), and refusers of a Dutch time use survey were asked to at least answer a small number of 
basic socio-demographic questions. Analysis of this information refuted the hypothesis that non­
respondents are more busy than people who agree to participate and fill in the time diary (Van 
Ingen, Stoop, and Breedveld 2009).
Capitalizing on UK data, Gershuny (2003, 226-29) provides an ex post evaluation of the 
problem of non-response diary bias, by examining the questionnaire activity participation rates of 
diarists and non-diarists. Although the study demonstrates certain significant differences between 
diarists and non-diarists, participation frequencies from the two samples were very strongly 
correlated, which means that whatever biases emerged as a result of non-response, these were not 
likely to be related to the activity patterns of the sampled individuals (Gershuny 2003, 268).
A recent analysis of American time use data also confirmed that non-response biases were
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generally absent in time diary estimates and the relationships between them (O’Neill and Dixon 
2005). The few potential time diary biases that were found were small (the personal care category 
showed the largest bias at 12 minutes), and were usually in opposite directions for refusal and non- 
contact, which, the authors argue, would mitigate the overall non-response effect. Vaisanen's 
analysis of Finnish time use data (2002) also refutes the 'busyness hypothesis', by showing that 
pensioners and unemployed people were actually more likely to be non-responders than people in 
paid employment. Other studies have found that people who do not respond in time use surveys 
cannot be identifiable according to any of the major socio-demographic indicators (Robinson and 
Godbey 1999), which indicates that biases introduced by non-response are not strongly related to 
the commonly used explanatory variables of social research (Sullivan 2006, 44).
While it is certain that more research is needed in order to reach firm conclusions regarding 
time use surveys’ representativeness, the recent studies discussed in this section seem to 
convincingly refute claims regarding the presence of non-response bias in time use estimates. 
Overall, it appears that the numerous analytical and methodological advantages of time use surveys 
outweigh the issue of low response rates, a fact clearly reflected by the increasing research output 
from time use survey secondary analyses in numerous disciplines of the social sciences.
3.3.5 A note on conditioning effects
Despite the fact that previous research has shown that the most accurate and detailed account of 
daily time allocation and activity is provided by time diaries, it is still possible to hypothesize the 
operation of conditioning effects that may alter the behaviour of time use surveys' participants. For 
example, respondents may become 'sensitized' to their leisure behaviour and more aware of the 
importance of engaging with 'active' leisure pursuits, thus altering their behaviour on the surveyed 
day. It is thus debatable whether the high participation rates in volunteering and other 'active' 
leisure pursuits of diarists found in some of the aforementioned methodological studies of non­
response bias (Robinson and Godbey 1999; Vaisanen 2002) reflect 'usual' behaviour or whether 
they are also a result of respondent 'sensitization'.
Corti indeed suggests that 'first day effects' may be affecting respondents' first completed time 
diary, in a similar way to household expenditure surveys where first days consistently show a 
higher report of expenditure than the following days (Corti 1993). Unfortunately, the issue of 
conditioning effects has not yet been explicitly addressed by cognitive studies of the time diary 
instrument. Although it appears that a modest degree of behaviour conditioning is unavoidable in 
any survey context, methodological studies on the topic will be particularly useful, especially to
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researchers interested in free time activities, that are more likely to be prone to 'sensitization' 
effects.
3.4 Summary
In this chapter, I have presented the main aspects of stand-alone time use surveys, whilst also 
discussing the methodology's general strengths and weaknesses. It was discussed that time diaries 
gather complex information on the chronological structure and the contextual nature of individual 
time, thus producing a more 'qualitative' account of the organization of daily life that is not offered 
by conventional social surveys that mainly produce longer-term time use estimates. For this reason, 
time use surveys are specifically suited for explicit temporal analyses of work-life balance topics, 
offering an opportunity to investigate the complex temporal interactions between work and non­
work spheres, previously discussed in Chapter 2. The next chapter provides a review of time diary 
analyses that have examined different types of free time disadvantage and their related outcomes, 
as well as sleep, leading to a formulation of the research questions that are addressed in the 
empirical part of this thesis.
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4. REVIEW OF TIME DIARY ANALYSES ON 
DISCRETIONARY TIME AND ACTIVITIES
4.1 Introduction
Although recent years have witnessed a considerable increase of secondary analyses of 
representative time use surveys, relatively few studies have explicitly examined non-work time and 
activities. Instead, the vast majority of existing time use research has focused on different forms of 
paid and unpaid work, their interrelationship and/or reconciliation, with a particular emphasis on 
gender differences (for example see studies from Craig 2006b; Craig and Powell 2011; Gershuny 
2003; Gershuny and Robinson 1988; Kan, Sullivan, and Gershuny 2011; Roeters, Van Der Lippe, 
and Kluwer 2009; Sullivan 2010). This focus is partly due to a narrow understanding of work-life 
balance as successful combination of employment and family demands, which has been dominant 
in the social sciences, and has been previously criticized for being silent about the negative 
influences of paid work and/or family responsibilities on other non-work domains and quality of 
life dimensions (see discussions in Guest 2002; Warren 2004, 2010).
This thesis addresses this omission, and provides a broader assessment of British workers' 
work-life balance by analyses of diary data. This chapter critically reviews previous time diary 
analyses that have concentrated on different aspects of non-work time and activities, and 
formulates the research aims of this doctoral thesis. Besides its focus on the topics of free time 
resources and time poverty, which were previously discussed in Chapter 2, this chapter also 
introduces the sociological study of sleep: Insufficient sleep is identified as another quality of life 
outcome to be investigated with time diary data in order to understand its associations with 
different occupational and family roles.
4.2 Time use research on the gender division of domestic labour: an 
overview
Largely because of the widespread entry of women into the labour market and the gradual erosion 
of the male breadwinner family model in the majority of Western societies, the main foci of time 
use researchers have revolved around the gender division of domestic labour. The availability of 
diary data covering the last five decades provided an unprecedented opportunity to track historical
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changes in unpaid work in relation to economic and demographic developments, and to advance. 
sociological theories concerning domestic work allocation between spouses.
A key finding of diary data analyses across a number of Western societies was a trend 
towards gender convergence in total paid and unpaid work time (Fisher et al. 2007; Gershuny 
2003; Gershuny and Robinson 1988; Sayer 2005). It was shown that this convergence was mostly a 
result of women's reduced engagement with domestic work and that the gender division of 
domestic labour within the home has remained largely unequal (Bianchi et al. 2000; Gershuny 
2003; Hook 2006; Robinson and Godbey 1999). Hochschild and Machung (1989) regarded these 
findings as indicative of the persistence of traditional gender roles and of women's 'stalled 
revolution', an interpretation that is further supported by recent diary studies documenting an 
enduring gendered specialization in routine domestic tasks in a number of Western countries (Kan, 
Sullivan, and Gershuny 2011; Sullivan 1997). However, Gershuny (2003) contends that gender 
convergence is likely to continue slowly as a result of a process of a 'lagged adaptation', whereby 
women's increased employment patterns will promote a more egalitarian childhood socialization 
and the subsequent arrival of cohorts characterized by less gender-specialized time allocation 
patterns (Gershuny and Robinson 1988; Robinson and Godbey 1999; Sayer 2005). Analysing 44 
time use surveys fi-om 20 countries (1965-2003), Hook (2006) showed that, indeed, men's 
housework and childcare engagement increase with national levels of women's employment, and 
identified the importance of policy context in fostering changes in traditional gender roles and time 
allocation patterns. Sullivan (2010) focused on the British and the US context and showed that 
there are different processes of change for different groups of the population. Her study 
demonstrated that professional men have substantially increased their involvement with childcare, 
while those in manual occupations have recently increased their proportional contribution in 
routine household work. The former trend was interpreted as a consequence of contemporary 
dominant discourses about involved fatherhood (see Arendell 2001; Townsend 2002), while the 
latter trend is attributed to a 'catching up' effect among men in lower socio-economic strata, 'similar 
to those described in accounts of behavioural social changes originating in the upper strata of 
society and penetrating over time across the socio-economic spectrum' (Sullivan 2010, 730; see 
Bourdieu 1984 on this theoretical proposition).
Other than tracking and theorizing historical trends in unpaid work, time use researchers 
have also examined unpaid work cross-sectionally, testing for a number of individual-level 
hypotheses that have been advanced to explain the allocation of paid and unpaid work between 
spouses (for example see Friedberg and Webb 2006a, 2006b). The influence of variables like 
ethnicity and income on the nature and duration of unpaid work time has also been examined 
(Gupta, Sayer, and Cohen 2008). Additionally, research has examined working women's juggling of
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employment and childcare (Craig 2007a; Zick and Bryant 1996), and further demonstrated the 
persistence of traditional gender roles by showing that men's involvement with unpaid work is 
more elastic than that of women's, whose childcare involvement is largely independent from their 
paid work responsibilities and reduces their free time availability and time for personal care 
pursuits on a daily and ongoing basis. Another important finding of time diary research on unpaid 
work was that estimates of primary unpaid work activities substantially underestimate women's 
total contribution in domestic work and childcare by at least 30 percent, as these activities are often 
reported as secondary in time diaries (Zick and Bryant 1996). With regards to the conceptual 
framework outlined in Chapter 2, these findings suggest that women will experience a relative 
disadvantage in several non-chronometric aspects of free time.
4.3 Analyses of free time and time poverty in time-use research
This section critically reviews existing diary analyses on free time and time poverty, with particular 
reference to the analytical framework of free time disadvantage outlined in Chapter 2.
4.3.1 Chronometric dimension of free time: historical trends and distribution
Providing an accurate cross-time picture of daily time allocation, diary data have played a pivotal 
role in the research on the historical evolution of the balance between work and leisure time. In 
contrast with previous research relying on stylized estimates, diary data analyses have revealed a 
consistent historical reduction of paid work time, and showed that the majority of Western societies 
enjoy more free time at the beginning of the 21st century compared to the 1960s (Aguiar and Hurst 
2007; Gershuny 2003, 2009; Robinson and Godbey 1999). This reduction has somewhat stalled in 
the 1980s and evidence from the US, the UK, and Canada suggest a moderate increase of 
employment time in the last couple of decades (Gershuny 2009), which may be partly related to the 
ongoing deregulation of working time that has been more pronounced in anglophone liberal 
welfare states.
Research has also underlined a historical reversal of the status/leisure gradient: It has been 
found that the less educated have experienced more gains in free time compared to professional 
knowledge workers, whose working time has somewhat increased (Aguiar and Hurst; Gershuny 
2003, 2009; Robinson and Godbey 1999). However, this trend may be partly due to the involuntary 
unemployment affecting manual unskilled workers, while it should also be noted that this 
comparison makes uses of over-the-week estimates and does not take into account the chronologic
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dimension of the timing of leisure, which is likely to have an inverse relationship with occupational 
class/educational attainment (see Chapter 2). However, a review of time use research literature 
reveals that the majority of researchers commonly use the term 'time poor' loosely to refer to higher 
status workers (for example see Katz-Gerro and Sullivan 2010; Sullivan 2008; Sullivan and 
Gershuny 2004), and view time poverty as coexistent with income wealth: the so called 'income- 
rich/time-poor' group (as opposed to the 'income-poor/time-rich' group).
Comparisons of means show that weekly free time is broadly equal across gender, which has 
been interpreted as evidence for the absence of the so-called dual burden of working women 
(Gershuny 2003). However, given that a significantly lower number of women are in full-time 
employment, comparisons that do not take into account labour force status are likely to obscure 
differences between men and women occupying similar social roles (Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla- 
Sanz 2010, 2). Allowing for heterogeneous effects, labour economists Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla- 
Sanz (2010) demonstrated the differential free time costs of full-time employment for women. 
Their analysis of multinational diary data showed that a full-time working mother with two 
children has 9 hours less free time per week than a father with similar work and family 
circumstances. More generally, the free time disadvantage of parents of young children has been 
well-documented in time use research (Bittman 1998; Stalker 2011), but it has been shown that this 
effect is stronger for women (Bittman 1998; Sayer 2005; Thrane 2000). Due to the overall lack of 
cross-sectional time use research on non-work time, less is known about other predictors of free 
time availability.
4.3.2 Non-chronometric dimensions of free time: a focus on domestic 
work and gender roles
Few time diary analyses have moved beyond this dominant understanding of free time as the mirror 
image of total paid and unpaid work time, which fails to document potential gender inequalities in 
non-chronometric aspects of free time stemming from the unequal division of domestic labour and 
from the enactment of gender roles in the household. Bittman and Wajcman (2000) have thus far 
provided the most comprehensive diary study of multiple dimensions of free time disadvantage. 
Analysing diaries from 10 OECD countries, they demonstrated that men's weekly free time is 
slightly greater than women's, and that this gender gap doubles when restricting the comparison to 
married men and women in full-time employment, which can be interpreted as evidence of 
women's 'second shift' (Hochschild and Machung 1989). In line with previous time use studies, 
their analyses found that having children and being economically active (i.e. in paid employment) 
exert the strongest negative influence on weekly free time availability of both men and women.
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Additionally, Bittman and Wajcman (2000) went beyond analyses of duration, and developed 
original measures of fragmentation and contamination in order to detect potentially unobserved 
gender differences in the command of free time resources. Contamination was measured by 
analyses of combinations of primary and secondary diary activity codes, focusing on the amount of 
daily free time activities (reported as primary) that were 'contaminated' by the simultaneous 
conduct of domestic work or childcare activities (reported as secondary). In contrast, pure free time 
was understood as free time when no distracting secondary activities of a different nature (work or 
personal care) took place. Fragmentation was measured by the length and number of daily leisure 
episodes; Short lengths in workers' daily leisure episodes were regarded as indicators of highly 
fragmented leisure. Similarly, it was suggested that the more leisure episodes in the diary of a 
worker, the more fragmented and lower quality free time he/she possesses. Analyses of these 
measures provided strong support to feminist claims regarding the specificity of women's free time 
experiences (Bryson 2007; Deem 1982, 1996; Graham 1984; Shaw 1999): Men workers were 
found to have more pure free time and a significantly lower average of fragmented leisure episodes 
than women. Similar gender differences in the quantity and quality of free time were found by a 
subsequent analysis of Mattingly and Bianchi (2003), who additionally demonstrated an 
association of free time quality with feelings of subjective time pressure in the US context.
These two studies provided an exemplar of the analytical potentials of time diaries that 
remain unexploited in analyses focusing on duration, and refuted earlier criticisms regarding the 
weakness of the diary instrument to capture different dimensions of women's temporal experiences 
(Adam 1995; Bryson 2007; Gershuny and Sullivan 1998). However, there are three weaknesses, 
each of which is addressed in this thesis: First, these studies did not distinguish between weekdays 
and weekend days, and thus failed to capture structural and gender differences in the chronologic 
dimension of free time (see section 2.3.3). Second, these studies disproportionately focused on 
family circumstances, and did not examine the influence of social class on non-chronometric 
aspects of free time. As previously discussed, couples in higher occupational classes are often 
characterized by a more egalitarian gender ideology and can also afford to buy domestic work 
services, which may in turn influence the division of domestic work and childcare in the household, 
and potentially contribute to gender equity in non-chronometric aspects of temporal well-being. 
The third weakness relates to the employed measures of fragmentation that appears to be of limited 
construct validity, as the length/number of leisure episodes may relate to a preference for 
engagement with a variety of leisure activities and not necessarily to real fragmentation by 
domestic work and childcare. A more appropriate approach is to focus on the sequence of daily 
activities and examine whether leisure episodes are interrupted by unpaid work. This was 
previously attempted by Sullivan (1997) in a study that examined gender differences in the nature
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of unpaid work. However, this study only focused on the last episode of leisure recorded in a 
person's diary and did not examine fragmentation throughout the entire surveyed day, which 
constitutes a more accurate measure of the incidence of free time fragmentation by family 
responsibilities.
4.3.3 Time poverty measurement and identification of the ’time poor’
Overall, it may be claimed that time use researchers have employed ambiguous definitions and 
operationalizations of the term time poverty (Bardasi and Wodon 2006): Some have equated time 
poverty with long hours at the workplace (Sullivan and Gershuny 2004), while others have focused 
on total paid and unpaid work to profile the 'time poor' of society (Gershuny 2009; Warren 2003). 
Few attempts have been made to formally operationalise the concept of time poverty in order to 
measure workers' disadvantage in the command of free time resources: On the one hand, 
economists have focused on the interrelationship of income and time poverty, and utilized diary 
data to identify those who escape income poverty by working long hours and thus becoming 'time 
poor', as well as those workers who are both 'income poor' and 'time poor'. The majority of these 
studies adopted a relative definition of both income and time poverty, and underlined the 
particularly heavy time and income constraints faced by single parents (Bardasi and Wodon 2010; 
Burchardt 2008; Harvey and Mukhopadhyay 2007; Merz and Rathjen 2009; Vickery 1977). On the 
other hand, a more sociological approach has solely considered free time deprivation and has 
employed a relative understanding of time poverty in order to identify the segments of workers that 
are found in the bottom of the free time distribution regardless of their earnings (Bardasi and 
Wodon 2006; Bittman 1998; Burchardt 2008). This conceptualization of time poverty as a 
relatively defined free time scarcity is also employed in this thesis and was previously discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 2.
In these time poverty analyses of British and Australian diary data (see Bittman 1998, and 
Burchardt 2008), gender, full-time employment, the presence of children in the household, long 
hours in the workplace, high educational attainment (which is understood as a proxy of labour 
market position and of demanding job responsibilities), and a non-White background have all been 
found to increase the likelihood of experiencing time poverty. However, a shortcoming of these 
studies is that very generic employment variables (i.e. employment status and/or weekly hours of 
paid work) have been utilized for the identification of the 'time poor'. No attention has been paid to 
occupational characteristics such as 'shift work' and work during 'unsocial hours' and/or job-related 
resources like flexibility and schedule control, which are distributed unequally between social 
classes (Fagan 2001) and are likely to particularly influence workers' command of free time 
resources (see Chapter 2, section 2.4). Overall, despite existing theoretical debates regarding the
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influence of these circumstances on workers' temporal well-being, previous time use research has 
failed to integrate them in analyses of free time and time poverty, and the opportunity to provide 
substantive insights on the relationship of the nature of employment with free time disadvantage 
has thus far been missed.
As time is one of the few non-monetary resources for which the analytical methods of 
income-based measures of poverty are feasible to apply (Bardasi and Wodon 2006), these studies 
have utilized the relative 'threshold' approach for the measurement of time poverty and the 
identification of the 'time-poor', who are defined as those falling below 50 or 60 per cent of the 
median weekly free time of the working population. However, although such an approach 
constitutes an important step in the measurement of time poverty, it suffers from a degree of 
analytical simplicity that obscures non-chronometric dimensions of free time. These studies have 
calculated weekly 'synthetic' time estimates of free time, i.e. when diaries are collected on one 
weekday and one weekend day a weekly estimate is calculated by multiplying the weekday diary 
free time estimate by five and adding the weekend diary free time estimate multiplied by two.
This approach poses problems of measurement error, as a result of the variability in the 
accuracy of time estimates across different social groups (Juster and Stafford 1991). However, its 
most important weakness is the implicit assumption that all free time units are of the same value, 
which is not in accordance with the conceptual framework outlined in Chapter 2. Additionally, the 
analysis of weekly rather than daily estimates increases the probability of people with a very 
different command of free time resources being identified as 'time-poor', e.g. those who enjoy long 
periods of uninterrupted free time during the weekend alongside those who experience many short 
fragmented free time episodes throughout the working week. Similarly, results of the previously 
reviewed studies on non-chronometric aspects of free time (Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Mattingly 
and Bianchi 2003) suggest that this measurement approach may particularly obscure working 
women's multidimensional disadvantage in free time resources.
It thus becomes apparent that, although some steps have been made in the study of the 
distribution of free time and temporal disadvantage, there has been an omission to consider 
theoretical insights from the sociology of time and from the wider field of work-life balance 
research, which has resulted in oversimplified measurement and identification approaches. Taking 
this shortcoming into account, this thesis' first aim is to develop a multidimensional measurement 
approach in order to produce a holistic examination of different forms of free time disadvantage, 
and to identify the contemporary working time circumstances and family responsibilities that 
increase the likelihood of experiencing time deprivation within British society. This examination 
aims to generate substantive insights about the temporal outcomes of occupational positions and
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family circumstances in the British context, and to construct more conceptually-grounded measures 
of free time poverty with diary data.
4.4 Free time resources, time poverty and leisure participation
The conceptualization of relative time poverty advanced by this thesis (Chapter 2, section 2.6) 
implicitly assumes that free time scarcity compromises one's nature and liveability of free time, 
providing a smaller set of opportunities for rest, social and leisure participation. Indeed, lack of 
time has been previously recognized as an important structural leisure constraint from leisure 
theorists and is often cited as one of the main reasons for lack of participation in 'active' out-of­
home leisure and social pursuits by respondents of social surveys (Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 
1991). However, although time use surveys constitute a unique tool to empirically test such claims, 
the lifestyle consequences of time poverty have yet to be charted. Sociologists in the wider field of 
work-life balance have generally neglected this topic, and disproportionately focused on the socio­
economic correlates of (an often loosely defined) time poverty (Sullivan and Katz-Gerro 2007).
Very few diary studies have thus far attempted to link time poverty/free time availability 
with leisure outcomes. Considering that full-time employment constitutes one of the main negative 
influences on free time availability, Kraaykamp, Van Gils and Van der Lippe (2009) focused on 
Dutch full-time couples and advanced a number of hypotheses to predict men and women's time 
allocation in solitary (i.e. reading, listening to music), social (i.e. visiting friends, contacting 
relatives), and 'institutionalized' leisure activities (i.e. cultural activities, volunteering). Their main 
hypothesis drew on social motivation theory and postulated that time-pressured full-time workers 
will primarily cut back on institutionalized interaction and preserve time to socialise. However, this 
was not confirmed by the analyses of 6 consecutive time diary surveys (1975-2000) that showed 
that busy full-timers maintain their civic involvement, albeit at a less intensive level, and cut back 
on their social time instead. Full-timers also engaged in solitary leisure, which can be explained by 
the fact that this type of leisure is not fixed to a particular geographical location and can easily fit 
into empty and fragmented free time slots. A shortcoming of this study is its categorization of 
solitary time and social leisure, which both include activities that take place either within or outside 
the home. An important distinction in leisure studies is that of indoor and outdoor leisure activities, 
as these have very different 'entry barriers', and have also been found to have different well-being 
and health outcomes (Chapter 1). Another weakness of this study is that it examined duration of 
different types of leisure activities instead of participation, which is a more appropriate dependent 
variable for this study.
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Another indirect study of the relationship of free time availability with different leisure and 
social outcomes was undertaken by Bittman (2005), who focused on the differential influence of 
weekday and weekend work, and examined whether Sunday workers can catch up on family 
leisure, civic association, and rest during weekdays. Results showed a pronounced disadvantage of 
Sunday workers in all three domains. This study is unique in time use research and constitutes the 
first attempt to address the chronologic dimension of free time by analyses of diary data. Two more 
recent studies have examined the influence of free time availability on leisure participation, 
particularly focusing on the concept of'voraciousness', which refers to the extent of participation in 
out-of-home leisure pursuits (Katz-Gerro 2010; Sullivan 2008). Focusing on weekly estimates of 
free time availability, these analyses showed that time-poor workers (which were mostly found 
among high-status professional workers) were more likely to engage in more 'active' leisure 
pursuits than other workers.
Unlike previous approaches, the thesis aims to formally examine the associations of different 
aspects of free time disadvantage with different leisure and social outcomes. The main aim is to 
understand the relative influence of time poverty on lifestyle outcomes, and to explore potential 
interactions of time poverty status with different aspects of social inequality. This examination will 
also constitute a test for the predictive validity of the measures of free time disadvantage proposed 
by the thesis. Predictive validity refers to the extent to which a measure correctly predicts or 
coincides with some situations that would be caused by the phenomenon being measured by it 
(Armstrong and Francis 2003, 23). It is reasonable to expect that free time disadvantage will 
coincide with lack of participation in 'active' leisure pursuits that require advance planning, 
coordination, and a more substantial time expenditure than indoor 'passive' leisure. Presented in 
Chapter 7 of this thesis, this empirical investigation is crucial for the assessment of the proposed 
multidimensional framework of free time disadvantage that was outlined in Chapter 2.
Sociological discussions on work-life balance and free time often appear to carry the implicit 
assumption that the more free time in the command of an individual, the better. Although this may 
apply to the working population, it is debatable whether this holds for non-working groups such as 
the unemployed and the retired. In fact, it has been empirically evidenced that the loss of one's 
occupational role and its main latent functions of providing a time structure and a basis for social 
interaction and regular activity (Jahoda 1982) may bring about a 'temporal imbalance', whereby 
free time can become a painful monotony (McKinnon 1992, 104). In a similar manner, leisure 
theorists have suggested that is is meaningful to consider free time as an opportunity for leisure 
only for the employed (Roberts 1978). Given that the conceptualization of free time as a welfare 
resource is a fairly recent development, it would be useful to examine the relative role of free time 
resources in the leisure participation of a non-working group and to consider differences with the
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time allocation of the employed in order to arrive to a better understanding of the significance and 
function of free time in the absence of work roles. Such an investigation could also provide a test of 
the general applicability of the conceptual framework of the thesis' proposed multidimensional free 
time disadvantage.
For this empirical investigation, the thesis focuses on retired individuals past State Pension 
age. Although the importance of leisure participation for later life has been extensively discussed 
within the social sciences (Agahi and Parker 2008; Lennartsson and Silverstein 2001; Rowe and 
Kahn 1997; Sneegas 1986; Verghese et al. 2003; Woo and Moon 1996; also see Fast et al. 2006, 7 
for a review on outcomes of seniors’ engagement with different activities), sociology's knowledge 
on everyday life after retirement remains surprisingly limited (Hill, Herzog, and Juster 1999). Most 
studies rely on small non-representative samples of elderly respondents (Hooker and Ventis 1984; 
Larson, Zuzanek, and Mannell 1985), and the few existing large-scale analyses make use of 
estimates from stylized questions, which gather information concerning only a limited number of 
activities (Chung et al. 2009).
Existing diary analyses focusing on older adults have remained largely descriptive, focusing 
on cross-national aggregate differences in leisure participation and historical trends in the time use 
of older adults (Charlemaigne and Gauthier 2005; Gauthier and Smeeding 2003), time budget 
differences of the working and the retired population (Fast and Frederick 2004; Frederick and Fast 
2004) and social contacts after retirement (Patulny 2009). Leisure participation has been 
overlooked despite recent sociological theories that have regarded the temporal autonomy from the 
relinquishment of work roles as an important driver of an expanded leisure phase and a period of 
high activity and involvement for the current cohort of retirees in Western societies (Gilleard and 
Higgs 2000; Laslett 1987; Neugarten 1974). As such, the examination of older people has two 
disparate angles: On the one hand, it examines whether being 'time rich' and free from work roles is 
associated with increased 'active' leisure participation, alongside a test of relevant theoretical 
suggestions within the sociology of ageing. On the other hand, it assesses the relevant influence of 
gender roles and unpaid work on the distribution and use of free time, while considering other 
determinants of leisure participation specific to this life course stage. This examination is presented 
as a case study in the final empirical chapter of the thesis (Chapter 9), which further locates the 
topic within the wider theoretical and empirical literature on leisure in later life.
4.5 Sleep, work and family commitments
This section shifts its attention to sleep, another non-work domain examined by this thesis. Chapter 
1 has previously discussed the adverse effects of insufficient and low quality sleep, as well as the
59
increasing concern of biomedical scientists regarding the 'corrosive' influence of contemporary 
working practices on sleep patterns (Kreitzman 1999; Melbin 1987; Moore-Ede 1993; Rajaratnam 
and Arendt 2001). Although time use surveys provide unique representative information on 
habitual sleep, the vast majority of time use researchers have excluded the activity of sleep from 
their accounts of time allocation. This is partly because sleep constitutes a biological necessity for 
human survival, which has led social scientists to assume that it will be largely unaffected by 
employment and/or family commitments. Indeed, noting that aggregate sleep duration has 
remained remarkably constant over time and across countries, Gershuny states that analyses of 
sleep (and of other 'necessary' personal care activities) are the least interesting ones in time use 
research (2003, 116), a position also shared by Robinson and Godbey (1999, 336). Evidence 
regarding the stability of sleep averages over time have also been provided by two more recent 
cross-national time use studies (Michelson 2010; Robinson and Michelson 2010), which conclude 
that media discussions concerning a 'sleep deprivation epidemic' amongst workers in Western 
societies (for example see Daily Mail 2007) are largely exaggerated.
However, recent findings of sociological and epidemiological studies cast doubt upon the 
assumption that sleep is inelastic and impervious to social roles, and suggest that an emphasis on 
sleep variation between different groups rather than on national averages is more appropriate: 
Despite its strong biological underpinnings, sleep is embedded in the social context of everyday life 
(Arber, Hislop, and Williams 2007), which suggests the likelihood of numerous occupational and 
family influences on its quality and duration. For example, it is well established that one of the 
most important effects of shift work (particularly night work) is the disruption of the natural 
rhythms of sleep'''(Akerstedt 1995; Costa 1996, 1997; Ohayon et al. 2002). Sleep duration has also 
been found to be negatively associated with the duration of employment activities: In their early 
study of time allocation, Szalai et al (1972) investigated the compressibility of different non-work 
activities of workers in occupations characterized by long workdays and commutes, and showed 
that sleep was one of the first activities that workers cut on. The common finding of time use 
analyses that increases in paid work do not correspond to equivalent decreases of free time 
(Mattingly and Bianchi 2003) also infers that workers in demanding full-time occupations may, 
among other things, partially compress their night-time sleep. The influence of long working hours 
and of other 'adverse' occupational circumstances on sleep has been further corroborated by 
analyses of population-based health surveys (Krueger and Friedman 2009). It should however be 
noted that such surveys rely on stylized estimates, which are prone to the measurement biases that 
were previously discussed in Chapter 3.
14 This also relates to the chronologic aspects o f free time disadvantage previously discussed in Chapter 2: Shift work 
alters the sleeping times o f workers, further decreasing opportunities for synchronization with friends, family and/or 
social institutions.
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Additionally, a considerable number of qualitative studies within sociology have 
demonstrated that gender roles and expectations may also be reflected in the sleeping patterns of 
men and women workers (for example see Arber et al. 2007; Bianchera and Arber 2007; Hislop and 
Arber 2003; Maume, Sebastian, and Bardo 2010; Venn et al. 2008). More specifically, it has been 
shown that gender specialization in caring tasks may well extend into the night, which implies that 
women are more likely to feel responsible and 'on duty', and interrupt their sleep in order to care 
for the needs of their children and/or other relatives (Venn et al. 2008). It has been demonstrated 
that this 'night shift' may lead to fragmented, lower quality sleep, and also curtail women's sleep 
duration (Maume, Sebastian and Bardo 2007). However, large-scale studies have shown that men 
sleep less than women (Krueger and Friedman 2009), which may be due to gender differences in 
the need for sleep, btit also a result of working men's 'risky' health behaviours that are intrinsically 
bound with the demonstration of traditional masculinities (Courtenay 2000; Meadows 2005). The 
latter point should be considered alongside previous arguments regarding the contemporary 
importance of work commitment and constant availability for working men's identities (Lewis 
2003), which may lead to an 'imperative for wakefulness' (Basner et al. 2007), thus demoting sleep 
to a minor priority.
Overall, such studies raise the possibility that occupational positions and gender roles and 
identities may be affecting the sleeping lives of workers, drawing attention to the importance of 
research on their associations with different sleep outcomes. Recent years have seen a few time use 
analyses moving towards this direction: For example, a study by Burgard (2011) has examined 
sleep interruption and its association with gender roles and caregiving. Combining data from 5 
successive U.S. time use surveys (2003-2007), the study tested a number of gender roles 
hypotheses, drawing on theories relating to the gender division of household labour. Results 
provided strong support to the aforementioned qualitative studies of sleep, demonstrating that 
gender remains a significant predictor of interrupted night-time sleep (defined as 3 or more sleep 
night-time interruptions to provide care for children), regardless of women's socio-economic 
resources and of their time availability.
However, one shortcoming of studying sleep fragmentation with time diaries is that there is a 
possibility that respondents may not record an interruption that was shorter than 10 minutes. 
Additionally, diarists themselves may assume that the report of sleep does not require the same 
level of detail as waking activities, therefore failing to record childcare-related interruptions. 
Finally, that time-use researchers have thus far displayed little interest in sleep means that coding 
procedures for the activity may potentially lead to sleep disruptions not being retained in the coded
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diary data.'^
A more straightforward and reliable variable is sleep duration. Labour economists Biddle 
and Hamermesh (1990) were the first time use researchers to focus on sleep duration, using both 
US and international diary data to demonstrate that sleep is 'a reserve on which people can draw 
when economic incentives make other uses of time more attractive'. Their study demonstrated that 
both income and paid work time are negatively associated with sleep duration, a finding further 
confirmed in a replication by Szalontai (2006) for South Africa. The latter study also reported 
international evidence on the relationship between higher aggregate work times and lower sleep 
duration for a number of developed countries (Szalontai 2006).
However, the conceptual premise of these studies is that workers choose to work more and to 
sleep less in order to earn additional income, with the result that occupational positions and their 
associated temporal constraints such as shift work and unsocial hours are missing from statistical 
models. Another shortcoming is that the influence of family circumstances and children on sleep 
duration is not integrated in analyses. Most importantly, the authors treat sleep as a continuous 
variable, implicitly assuming that the relationship between health outcomes and sleep loss is linear. 
This should be contested as previous epidemiological and clinical sleep studies have demonstrated 
that only a daily amount of night-time sleep of less than 6.5/6 hours is associated with adverse 
health and safety effects (for example see Gangwisch et al. 2006; Hale and Do 2007; Heslop et al. 
2002; Krueger and Friedman 2009). A more appropriate approach would be to identify 'short 
sleepers' rather than merely focus on variations in workers' sleep duration.
Indeed, this approach has been followed by biomedical researchers Basner et al (2007) who 
analysed recent US time-use data to examine the relationship of short sleep duration with waking 
activities. Their study reported that the duration of work, commuting, socializing, relaxing, and 
leisure are the primary activities related to sleep time of Americans, and that working time and time 
spent watching television exert the most important negative influences on sleep duration. However, 
the study did not explore family influences nor the effects of other occupational characteristics 
apart from working time.
Taking into account these omissions, this thesis investigates the associations of insufficient 
sleep duration with both occupational and family circumstances of British workers, examining the 
extent to which reduced sleep can be attributed to structural and family factors. This focus
15 The latter point comes from my own experienee with UKTUS data (the dataset is discussed in the following chapter). 
More information regarding this issue is provided in the empirical chapter on sleep (Chapter 8, section 8.4.1a) where the 
coding o f sleep-related UKTUS diary slots is discussed.
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constitutes an additional contribution in the field of work-life balance, which has largely neglected 
the importance of sleep for worker's health and safety and the potential negative consequences of 
'adverse' working time arrangements and increased family responsibilities on sleep duration.
4.6 Conclusion
This chapter has provided a review of time diary research on non-work time and activities. In view 
of the gaps in the research literature, four interrelated research aims were formulated. The first aim 
of the thesis is to produce a comprehensive picture of the distribution of time poverty and free time 
disadvantage among British workers, and to identify the occupational and family circumstances 
that contribute to a relative lack of free time resources. An interrelated aim is to identify those 
workers who are in risk of partial sleep deprivation, and thus examine whether increased workplace 
and household responsibilities may additionally permeate personal care domains of daily life. 
These foci provide an opportunity to explore the extent to which inequalities in non-work domains 
are driven by inequalities in the deregulated British labour market and in the domestic division of 
labour, and to document the micro-level repercussions of class and gender positions in the British 
context.
A third aim is to examine the effects of different types of free time disadvantage on leisure 
and social participation. Similarly, a fourth aim is to investigate the relationship of free time 
resources with leisure participation in the absence of work responsibilities, which will be achieved 
through a case study on economically inactive older people. On the one hand, these foci can 
empirically test theoretical suggestions regarding the differential value of free time resources and 
validate the proposed time poverty measurement advanced by this thesis. On the other hand, 
substantive insights into the relevance of time poverty and/or free time availability for different 
outcomes will be generated, contributing to sociology's general understanding of free time as a 
non-monetary resource.
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5. DATA AND METHODS
5.1 Introduction
Before proceeding to the empirical part of this thesis, it is necessary to provide a comprehensive 
overview of the time use survey and of the main analytical technique utilized in this research work. 
The first part of this chapter thus focuses on the United Kingdom 2000 Time Use Survey 
(thereafter UKTUS) (ONS 2003), which constituted the main data source for this research, and 
consists of two sections: The first section discusses the fieldwork, data collection instruments, 
response rates and data quality of the survey, and the second section presents the activity contents 
of the 4 aggregate categories of daily time use that are analysed in the following empirical chapters. 
The second part of the chapter discusses multivariate logistic regression, which is the main 
statistical modelling technique used in this thesis.
5.2 Data
5.2.1 The 2000 United Kingdom Time Use Survey (UKTUS)*^
(a) Background and sampling procedures
Carried out between June 2000 and September 2001 by the Office for National Statistics (ONS), 
the UKTUS was the first large-scale household time use survey of its kind to be conducted in this 
country (ONS 2003). With its main aim to document the ways people spend their time in 
contemporary Britain, the UKTUS followed multistage sampling procedures in order to achieve a 
representative sample of both (private) households and individuals in the UK. Postcode sectors in 
England, Wales and Scotland as well as wards in Northern Ireland constituted the Primary 
Sampling Units (PSUs) of the survey, with 19-20 households randomly selected within each 
postcode sector/ward. In selected households, all members aged 8 years old and over were asked to 
complete time diaries as well as an individual interview.
(b) Data collection instruments
16 For more information on the 2000 UKTUS the reader is referred to www.statistics.gov.uk/timeuse. 
The UKTUS data were made available through the Essex Data Archive: httD://www.data-archive.ac.uk.
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What distinguishes time-use surveys from other social surveys is the use of self-completed time 
diaries for data collection, in combination with other more conventional data collection 
instruments. In the case of the UKTUS the 5 following data collection instruments were used:
1. Two natural-language open-ended time-diaries, completed by respondents for two randomly 
designated days of the week, one weekday and one weekend day.
2. A household questionnaire, gathering information on contextual information such as household 
characteristics and income and assets, was completed by the head of the household or their partner.
3. An individual interview, comprising of 57 questions on several topics ranging from employment 
conditions to leisure participation, was asked of all adult respondents'^.
4. A one-week work/education timesheet (in a diary format) in which respondents reported their 
hours of work/education during the entire 7-day surveyed week.
(c) The 2000 UKTUS time diary
The format of the UKTUS diary was the same as that previously displayed in Figure 3.1. Each one- 
day diary consisted of 144 ten-minute slots, and individuals were asked to record their main as well 
as any simultaneous secondary activity for each ten-minute slot in their own words. Furthermore, 
diarists also recorded the location of each activity (unless they were working, studying or sleeping, 
for which activities no recording of location was required), as well as the co-presence of other 
people by making use of one of the 5 'who-with' pre-determined boxes. Following the fieldwork 
period, respondents own description of activities were collapsed into approximately 250 activity 
categories by a team of seven coders using a computerized interactive coding system.
(d) Response rates and data quality
From 14,423 eligible individuals, the UKTUS achieved 11,667 individual interviews and 20,991 
completed diaries, out of which 19,898 (approximately 95 per cent) were of good data quality for 
further analysis. A summary of the UKTUS response rates is given in Table 5.1: a response rate of
61.1 and 72.2 per cent was achieved at the household and the diary level respectively, resulting in a 
net response rate of 44.4 per cent.
Such response rates are typical for time-use surveys due to the two-stage sampling design
17 Both time diaries and individual interviews were substantially different for children, who were defined as those aged 
8-15 years old. However, given that this thesis focuses only on adults, this differentiation does not merit further 
discussion.
18 The reader is referred to Lyberg and Dean (1992) for a generic description of this coding system.
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and, most importantly, the burden of diary completion (Sturgis and Jackson 2004). Chapter 3 has 
already discussed this issue, and provided references to methodological research that has examined 
the issue of non-response bias specific to time-use survey estimates, demonstrating the absence of a 
systematic bias from people that fail to fill in the diary with regard to the behavioural and socio­
demographic characteristics of respondents and the obtained time use estimates (Abraham, 
Maitland, and Bianchi 2006; Gershuny 2003; Kalfs 1993; O'Neill and Dixon 2005; Robinson and 
Godbey 1999; Van Ingen, Stoop, and Breedveld 2009; Vaisanen 2002). To counter for the ways in 
which non-response at different stages of the survey may have impacted on results, a series of 
weights have been constructed by the Office for National Statistics and were provided in the 
archived UKTUS survey datafiles. In the following empirical chapters, information on which 
survey weights are applied is provided accordingly.
The issue of the UKTUS diary data quality and completeness is discussed in detail in the 
Technical Report of the UKTUS (ONS 2003, 28-36). The two major aspects of diary data quality 
that are of interest for this research are: 1) the mean number of activity episodes, which constitutes 
an overall indicator of diary data quality (Juster 1985; Glorieux and Minnen 2009; Niemi 1993; 
Robinson 1985), and 2) the report of secondary activities, as these are utilized in subsequent 
analyses to operationalise the quality of workers' free time resources.
Table 5.1: Summary of UKTUS response rates 
LEVEL O F  DATA COLLECTIO N  R ESPO N SE  RA TE
A. H ousehold
B. Individual
C. Diaries
D. N et Diaiy R esponse  Rate (A * C)
61.1 % 
80.9%  
72.7%  
44.4%
Source: ONS 2003, 26
In time use research, the definition of an episode is that of a time interval during which all 
dimensions of the diary (primary and secondary activity, location, and co-presence) remain 
constant (Rydenstam and Wadeskog 1998). The mean number of episodes reported by UKTUS 
respondents was 25, which is considered an overall good diary data quality in time-use research 
(Vaisanen 2006). However, the second aspect is more difficult to assess, as there is a lack of
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methodological studies that specify how the reliability of secondary activities should be 
measured/assessed across time-use surveys. Only one study that has examined this methodological 
aspect was found (Vaisanen 2006), and its results did not find any anomalies in the report of 
secondary activities in the UKTUS compared with other European time-use surveys conducted 
during the same period. This issue is revisited in the concluding chapter of this thesis (Chapter 10), 
which provides a discussion of the weaknesses, possible extensions and cross-validation of this 
research work. Finally, it should also be noted that the UKTUS diary datasets provided a variable 
to filter out 'bad quality' diaries with a significant proportion of missing data and/or very few 
activity episodes’® (ONS 2003, 45), which was employed in all analyses for this thesis.
(e) Reasons for selecting the UKTUS
The UKTUS constitutes the most recent British time-budget study available that has an adequate 
sample size for the analysis of the sub-populations of interest for this research. Additionally, it 
provides a wide array of analytical choices as a result of the level of detail of the gathered 
information concerning respondents' activity patterns throughout a regular working week. Two 
other recent UK time use surveys were initially considered for this research: First, the Home 
Online Study (HoL), which is a household panel survey funded by the British Telecommunications 
Ltd (Brynin 2002). The Home Online Study collected time use data with the use of 7-day pre- 
coded diaries for three consecutive years, from 1998 to 2001. Despite the fact that the panel nature 
of this time-use survey could potentially expand the scope of this research by allowing an 
examination of the dynamics and the behavioural/health consequences of time poverty and sleep 
loss over a three-year period of time, its initial sample size was very small (approximately 1000 
participants) and was further reduced by attrition.
The second survey that was considered was the Omnibus 2005 time use module (Lader, 
Short, and Gershuny 2006), a study specifically designed by the Office for National Statistics to 
compare changes in the population's activity patterns from 2000-2001. However, its achieved 
sample size was small, at approximately 5000 respondents, only one day of the week per 
respondent was surveyed, and the individual interview did not gather adequate information 
regarding respondents' occupational characteristics and working time arrangements. Another 
weakness of these two surveys was that they made use of pre-coded 'light' diaries with few activity 
categories, which do not provide the same level of detail regarding the nature of respondents' 
activities on a typical day as the 'heavy' self-completed diaries used by the UKTUS. A number of 
methodological differences in the format of the time diaries employed in the Home Online Study 
and the 2005 Omnibus module, as well as in the data imputation procedures for missing data after
19 Approximately 5 per cent o f the returned time diaries.
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the completion of fieldwork, rendered any comparison or cross-validation of results from the 
UKTUS analyses problematic. For all these reasons, it was decided to solely rely on data from the 
UKTUS to gain access to the distribution and the nature of non-work time in contemporary Britain 
and answer this thesis' research questions.
5.2.2 Activity classification
Chapter 2 has provided a conceptual framework for the distinction between work and non-work 
activities, and the understanding of the 4 different kinds of time that are analysed in this thesis. In 
order to understand and group individual daily time use into meaningful and mutually exhaustive 
categories, activity classification schemes capitalize on 'the third person criterion' and utilize the 
element of freedom of choice to distinguish between different roles and sources of constraint 
leading to engagement with different daily activities (Aas 1978). It should be kept clear throughout 
this thesis that the distinction between free time and other types of time does not rest on 
'enjoyment' criteria, which is an entirely different form of assessment of time (Burchardt 2008, 19). 
The 4 kinds of time that are identified are:
1. Personal care time, which is the time spent on basic physiological activities for the maintenance 
of bodily functions, such as sleeping, eating, grooming, and personal hygiene.
2. Paid work time, which is the time spent on employment.
3. Unpaid workûm t, which is the time spent on housework and childcare activities.
4. Free time, which is the residual, that is, the time that remains after maintaining one's body in a 
healthy and socially acceptable state, contracting time to the labour market, and meeting domestic 
and family responsibilities (Bittman 1998).
The aim of this section is to provide the reader with information concerning the classification of the 
approximately 250 UKTUS activity codes into these 4 aggregate categories. Table 5.2 displays 
information on the activities that are included in the paid work and unpaid work time categories, 
while Table 5.3 shows the activity contents of the aggregate categories of personal care and free 
time. The categorization presented in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 is identical to the one proposed by the 
UKTUS team (ONS 2003). There are only a few points that merit further clarification:
1. Travelling time is assigned to its associated purpose, which constitutes the emerging practice in 
time-use research (Bittman and Wajcman 2000, 167; Robinson and Godbey 1999, 11-13) and is in 
accordance with the conceptual framework outlined in Chapter 2.
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2. The inclusion of lunch breaks and/or other interruptions at the workplace in the paid work time 
category is made in accordance with the guidelines of the International Labour Organisation for the 
measurement of working time (ILO 1993, 84). The same holds for activities related to job seeking, 
which are also included in the paid work time category.
3. Lectures and courses that do not form part of an individual's formal education are not classified 
as unpaid work, as these are activities that an individual engages at his/her own discretion (Table 
5.3, category 9 in free time category).
4. Activities related to voluntary work fall under the free time category. This would not be the case 
if the focus of this research was on the economic output of individual daily activities, in which case 
voluntary work would be classified as unpaid productive work. The same holds for a few codes 
concerning the creation of new clothes and woodcraft, which are classified as free time activities in 
the following analyses (other hobbies category in Table 5.3).
5. Time spent shopping is classified as unpaid work. Although it can certainly be claimed that 
certain types of shopping (e.g. for clothes) may be experienced as leisure, previous analyses have 
shown that the vast majority of reported shopping activities in most countries concern grocery 
shopping and other routine purchases that relate to household needs and thus comprise unpaid work 
time (Gershuny 2003; Jacobs and Gerson 2004, 223). An examination of the relevant activity codes 
in the UKTUS confirmed that time spent shopping for clothes and window shopping was near zero 
for all the subsamples examined in the following empirical chapters.
6. Help to other households is classified as free time, which is in accordance with the classification 
proposed by the UKTUS coding team (ONS 2003). This categorization could be challenged 
conceptually as such activities may relate to family constraints and thus form part of unpaid work 
time. However, the category was reported by few respondents and 'sensitivity' analyses that 
considered it as part of unpaid work did not yield different results. This conceptual issue is 
revisited in Chapter 7 that examines leisure pursuits.
20 It is important to clarify that job-seeking activities were not reported by any respondent in the analytical samples o f  
the following chapters. In the entire UKTUS sample job-seeking activities were reported by 0.3 per cent o f respondents.
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5.3 Analytical technique: binary logistic regression
This section provides a non-technical introduction to the main concepts of binary logistic 
regression, the main analytical technique utilized in this research. Alongside this introduction, a 
discussion concerning the model building procedures that were followed is provided.
First introduced in the 1970s as an improved alternative to Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 
regression for the analysis of dichotomous variables (variables with only 2 possible 
values/outcomes), logistic regression currently constitutes one of the most widely-employed 
statistical methods in the social sciences, used to study topics as diverse as marital formation and 
dissolution, prevalence of poverty and disease occurrence (Morgan and Teachman 1988; Peng and 
So 2002). With the help of a group of predictor variables that can be either continuous or 
categorical in nature, logistic regression is used in order to predict the probability of the occurrence 
of an 'event', that is of interest (i.e. divorce, death, pregnancy, failure in an exam etc.), or group 
membership of an individual (i.e. whether a person falls under a poverty threshold or not). The 
technique is thus specifically suited for this research that focuses particularly on 3 dichotomous 
variables: time poverty (whether a worker is 'time poor' or not), insufficient sleep (whether a 
worker is getting a sufficient amount of night-time sleep or not) and 'active' leisure participation 
(whether a worker/retiree engages in 'active' out-of-home leisure and social pursuits during a 
typical week or not). Accordingly, logistic regression modelling allows the analysis of the effects 
and the interactions of occupational and family characteristics on the probability of a worker being 
'time poor', sleep deprived and leading an exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle. It should be noted 
here that, although there exist several other methods for modelling dichotomous variables (e.g. 
discriminant analysis), logistic regression has the advantage of being less restrictive as it does not 
require any assumptions to be met concerning the distribution of the data and the variances of 
predictors (Peng and So 2002:32), which constituted one of the main reasons for the choice of this 
modelling technique over others.
5.3.1 The logistic regression model
Logistic regression constitutes an extension of traditional linear regression (OLS), and the 
systematic component of the logistic equation that refers to the relationship between independent 
predictors is of the same form:
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Qk + P  i
where a is the intercept, and j3 is the regression coefficient of the corresponding X  predictor. 
However, the logistic equation [2] differs from the linear regression equation in that it describes the 
log odds that 7  =7 as a function of the predictors X:
logit {7t) =  a + P i X  Pi ^  i
When the dependent variable Y  can only take 2 values, it it is not conceptually meaningful to 
model the mean of the variable with a linear regression model. To use an example from this 
research, a worker can either be sleep deprived (value of 1) or not (value of 0), and no other 
possible outcome exists. To analyse a dichotomous variable such as sleep deprivation, logistic 
regression transforms the dependent variable 7  by a logit link function and then focuses on the 
natural log of the odds that 7=7. Although this discussion does not focus on the mathematical 
transformations behind the logistic regression equation, it is important to note the centrality of the 
concepts of odds and probabilities for the method. For a categorical variable 7  that can only take 2 
values (0 or 1), the odds that 7=7 are given by the ratio of the probability p that 7=7 to the 
probability 1-p that Y=0. Odds thus compare the probabilities of the 2 different outcomes, and it 
follows that, if the odds that 7  = 7 are 1, the probabilities of a worker being sleep deprived and not 
being sleep deprived are equal. Accordingly, an odds of 3 means that the probability of being sleep 
deprived is 3 times larger than the probability of not being sleep deprived, while an odds of 0.33 
means that the probability of being sleep deprived is one third of the probability of not being sleep 
deprived. The logistic transformation of odds yields the log odds, which ranges from minus infinity 
to plus infinity, a characteristic more amenable to statistical theory that allows logistic regression to 
specify explanatory models with the use of maximum likelihood procedures (Jaccard 2001). 
Finally, it should be noted that, as in traditional linear regression, the logistic equation can be 
extended to include interactions of independent variables.
5.3.2 Interpretation of predictor effects: the odds ratio
Despite the fact that log odds are more amenable to the underlying statistical theory of logistic 
regression, most social scientists find them counterintuitive and difficult to interpret (Jaccard 2001, 
10). Several other concepts for the report and the interpretation of the effects of independent 
variables in logistic regression models exist. In this thesis I rely on the concept of the odds ratio to 
impose meaning on the results of the analyses. Odds ratio is a measure of association and, as the
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name suggests, is a ratio of two odds (Morgan and Teachman 1988, 929). Odds ratios are 
calculated from the antilog (exponential) of the coefficients f  of the logistic equation [1], and 
express the percentage change in the estimated odds that 7=7 for a unit change in the 
corresponding predictor X.
A hypothetical example is useful to clarify the meaning of odds ratios: Partial sleep 
deprivation is the dichotomous variable of interest, and binary logistic regression is used to 
estimate the probability of a worker being partially sleep deprived, i.e. getting less than 6.5 hours 
of sleep per day. The logistic regression equation yields a predicted odds of 0.86 for the occurrence 
of partial sleep deprivation of women and a predicted odds of 4.70 for men. The odds ratio for 
gender is 0.86/4.70=0.18. The value for this odds ratio provides a comparison of the difference of 
the predicted odds for the occurrence of partial sleep deprivation for the 2 groups, and 
demonstrates that women workers are significantly less likely than men to suffer from sleep 
deprivation. Overall, as the odds for one group deviate from the odds for the other group, the odds 
ratio will deviate from 1 (Jaccard 2001, 8), and the higher this deviation the greater the likelihood 
that there is a significant effect of the corresponding variable on the occurrence of the outcome of 
interest.
In the case of a categorical predictor X  oï K  levels, the logistic regression model fits K-1 
dummy variables. The category that is not included in the model is called the reference group for 
that variable and is set to zero. Accordingly, the odds ratios for the other categories of the variable 
refer to the predicted odds for each category divided by the predicted odds for the reference group, 
holding constant all other predictor variables in the equation. Because in the logistic regression 
models specified for this thesis all independent variables were categorical, this section does not 
provide a discussion concerning the interpretation of coefficients of continuous variables in logistic 
regression models.
5.3.3 Model building procedures and model assessment
As with multivariate linear regression, there are different specification methods for a logistic 
regression model. Logistic models can be either determined by the data (stepwise method) or by 
the researcher according to a priori criteria (forced entry). Given that this research is driven by 
theoretical interests, logistic regression models are specified by the forced entry method in order to 
test the contribution of specific occupational and family characteristics on the risk of a worker 
being 'time poor', partially sleep deprived, or leading an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle.
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In order to fully understand the interactions and correlations between independent predictors, 
logistic models in this thesis are specified with the hierarchical (additive) method, whereby 
different variables are entered in the model a step at a time. There are two major advantages of this 
approach: 1) it provides a tool to better understand the associations between predictors, investigate 
confounding effects, and disentangle potential mediations by examining the gradual change in odds 
ratios with the addition of new variables, and 2) it permits an assessment of the predictive strength 
of the independent variables added in each separate step of the specification for the occurrence of 
the outcome of interest, with the help of statistical tests of association and the estimation of the 
Nagelkerke pseudo-R square.
In each step of the model specification the likelihood ratio test reveals whether the addition 
of the corresponding independent variables constitutes an improvement from the previous logistic 
model. The likelihood ratio statistic —liL o g L ^  — L^) yields a chi-squared distribution with N-I 
degrees of freedom where N  is the number of explanatory variables included the model. The
likelihood ratio test compares the maximised log likelihood for the model ( Zj ) to the maximised
log likelihood ( Zq ) for a simpler model that deletes those parameters (i.e. the added independent 
variables). The Nagelkerke pseudo-R square, which is calculated from the log likelihood of the 
model and the sample size, provides a measure of how much the goodness of fit improves as a 
result of the variables' inclusion in each step.
In line with the traditional hierarchical model specification strategies, all the statistical 
regression models in this thesis first controlled for demographic characteristics. In the empirical 
chapters that examine time poverty and sleep deprivation among British workers, occupational 
characteristics were adjusted for after demographic controls, in accordance with the conceptual 
framework of time allocation outlined in Chapter 2, which regards paid work commitments as 
more constraining for an individuals' time allocation. Family circumstances were controlled for 
after paid work practices, in an attempt to investigate additional burdens stemming from family 
roles, and their potential interactions with work circumstances. The logistic models predicting 
'active' leisure participation in Chapter 7 controlled for temporal constraints after adjusting for all 
other sources of socio-economic disadvantage, in order to assess the additional influence of 
temporal constraints on leisure behaviour. All descriptive analyses and logistic regression models 
that are presented in the following empirical chapters have been specified with the PASW Statistics 
18.0 ® (formerly SPSS) software.
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5.4 Summary
This chapter has presented the time-use dataset that was analysed in order to answer this thesis' 
research questions, and also discussed the reasons why it was chosen for this analysis. A 
presentation of the classification of activity codes from the UKTUS diaries in aggregate time-use 
categories was also provided. Finally, this chapter has discussed the main aspects of the statistical 
modelling technique used in this thesis, binary logistic regression, and the model building approach 
that was undertaken for this research. The thesis now proceeds to its empirical part, with 4 chapters 
that address the research questions and objectives that were outlined in Chapter 4.
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6. TIME POVERTY: MEASUREMENT AND 
IDENTIFICATION
6.1 Introduction
Despite the widespread use of the phrase 'time poverty' in both sociological and popular discourse 
(Hochschild 1997; Garhammer 1998; Schor 1991), the term remains largely elusive and 
polysemous. The majority of sociological analyses on time allocation and work-life balance have 
hinted at the concept, yet there have been very few efforts to provide a clear definition of the term. 
Likewise, even fewer have been the attempts to formally operationalise the concept in order to 
construct an insightful indicator of time deprivation to be used in sociological analysis and policy 
making (Bardasi and Wodon 2006). However, given the recognition that free time constitutes an 
important non-monetary indicator of well-being and quality of life, advancing research on the 
measurement of free time disadvantage is a crucial task for the social sciences.
Chapter 2 has previously delineated the theoretical ideas behind this thesis' conceptualization 
of time poverty as a relative lack of free time resources experienced by certain individuals within a 
given society, while Chapter 4 has provided a review of the different strands of empirical research 
conducted on the general topic area. Within existing research on the operationalisation and 
measurement of relative time poverty, two important shortcomings have been identified: First, 
there has been an insistence on relying solely on the duration of an individuals' free time to 
measure time poverty and an omission of scrutinizing other indicators of the nature and 'quality' of 
free time that may reveal different aspects of time deprivation (Adam 1990; Bittman and Wajcman 
2000; Bryson 2007; Everingham 2002; Reisch 2001; Warren 2003). The second shortcoming stems 
from the tendency of the majority of time-use researchers to choose the aggregate week as a unit of 
analysis to examine the distribution of free time in the population (Bardasi and Wodon 2006, 2010; 
Bittman 1998; Burchardt 2008). Given that time use studies most often survey a single weekday 
and a weekend day, this analytical approach requires the construction of a 'synthetic' 7-day 
workweek (i.e. weekly free time estimates are calculated by multiplying the weekday diary free 
time estimates by five, adding the weekend diary free time estimates multiplied by two), which 
poses significant problems of measurement error due to the variability in the accuracy of time 
estimates across different social groups (Juster and Stafford 1991). Most importantly, the analysis 
of across-the-week estimates obscures daily experiences of free time deprivation and does not 
permit an examination of the changes in the distribution of free time between different days of the
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week, especially weekdays and weekend days.
6.2 Aims and structure of the chapter
Taking into account the omissions of previous research on the topic area, the present chapter makes 
a contribution to the measurement of relative time poverty by following an enriched analytical 
approach that captures the complexity and the multifaceted aspects of the phenomenon. The overall 
aim is to identify which segments of the working population in the UK are more likely to 
experience a relative lack of free time resources, with a specific interest in the differential 
configuration of time poverty on weekdays and weekend days, which has not been addressed by 
previous research. Additionally, measurement is broadened from the predominant focus of existing 
studies on the chronometric dimension of duration to also include other dimensions of free time 
disadvantage in an attempt to provide a richer description of the different elements of time poverty.
The analysis proceeds in three parts: The first and the second part examine time poverty 
based solely on the duration of daily free time of workers, with the first part examining the rates of 
time deprived people among the working population and the second part modelling the socio­
economic correlates of three types of time poverty (weekday, weekend, and persistent time 
poverty). The third part investigates differences in the 'nature' of free time within the previously 
identified 'time poor' and 'non time-poor' groups. Before proceeding to the discussion of statistical 
analyses and results, the following section provides information on the sample and variables 
utilized throughout this chapter.
6.3 Data
A sample consisting of employed people that engaged in remunerated activities during the surveyed 
week is selected. The analysis focuses on a subsample of 3,867 economically active people of 
prime working age (20-60 years old) that recorded at least one episode of paid employment in 
either of their two time diaries. Respondents that only completed one diary day are excluded given 
that one of the main interests of this analysis lies in the differences of the working population's free 
time resources between weekdays and weekend days. Cases with socio-demographic data such as 
age and social class missing are also omitted, as well as individuals who returned diaries that were 
classified as unsuitable for analysis by the ONS because of a high number of missing time periods
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(ONS 2003), All the results are weighted by the individual-level ungrossed weight provided in the 
ONS survey files that corrects for patterns of individual non-response.
6.4 Variables and measures
6.4.1 Dependent variables: relative time poverty and non-chronometric aspects of free 
time disadvantage
Both Chapters 2 and 4 have discussed the conceptual definitions of poverty as well as the issues to 
be taken into account in poverty and inequality measurement of any individual resource. The 
underlying notion of any definition of poverty is that a person is poor when he/she does not attain a 
minimum level of well-being in society, which is set differently according to each definition's 
conceptual background. In the case of non-normative poverty definitions, this minimum level is 
defined in a relative way, describing an individuals' situation vis-a-vis others in the community. 
Such approaches identify cases of deprivation contextually and in comparison with the experience 
of others (Sen 1979), which relates to an understanding of poverty as a lack of socially perceived 
necessities and/or capabilities and not to normative value judgements about minimum needs 
existing independently of the current social setting (Townsend 1962). Relative approaches are 
therefore more suited for measuring social inequalities and differences in the distribution of a 
resource rather than identifying cases of absolute dispossession, although there might be some 
overlap between the two.
Time is one of the few non-monetary resources for which the analytical methods of income- 
based measures of poverty are feasible to apply (Bardasi and Wodon 2006; Coudouel, Hentschel, 
and Wodon 2002). In this analysis the 'time poor' (or the 'time deprived') are defined as 
economically active individuals whose daily free time falls below 60 per cent of the median 
amount of free time of the working population under study. This approach has been followed by a 
number of social scientists researching time poverty (Bardasi and Wodon 2006; Bittman 1998; 
Burchardt 2008; Merz and Rathjen 2009) and constitutes a direct application of relative income 
poverty measurement techniques to the study of time. Instead of specifying this threshold for 
weekly free time like previous approaches, the weekend and weekday 'time poor' are examined 
separately, which is in accordance with theoretical suggestions and empirical evidence that 
document differences in the intrinsic value of free time according to the day of its availability 
(Bittman 2005; Brown et al. 2009; Clark 2000). Additionally, the analysis profiles workers who are 
'time poor' on both weekdays and weekend days, considered to be those worst off in terms of free
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time resources.
As discussed in previous chapters, time use research has been criticized for its exclusive 
focus on the duration of free time and its implicit assumption regarding the neutrality of units of 
free time (Adam 1990; Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Bryson 2007). Time-use data provide the 
possibility to construct more 'qualitative' measures of free time that can move further away from 
the predominantly linear conception of time followed by previous research, illustrating the 
presence of additional constraints that may affect free time experiences, and adding breadth to the 
understanding of free time disadvantage.
This chapter constructs and analyses three measures of free time 'quality', which are 
examined after the identification of 'time poor' workers according to their position in the free time 
distribution. By examining the secondary activities taking place during free time, a distinction is 
made between pure free time, that is, free time at one's disposal when no distracting simultaneous 
activities of a different nature are taking place (i.e. reported as secondary in the time diary), and 
contaminated free time, which is free time that is combined with activities of childcare or 
household chores (Bittman and Wajcman 2000). Contaminated free time indicates a role spillover 
and the presence of constraints and is thus understood as being of lower 'quality' than pure free 
time.
The construction of these two indicators of free time quality is done as such: Each 10-minute 
block consisting of two simultaneous leisure activities or one single leisure activity (e.g. reading a 
book as a primary activity and listening to music as a secondary activity, or reading a book as a 
primary activity with no secondary activity reported) is counted as pure free time. Similarly, diary 
blocks where housework or childcare activities are taking place alongside leisure activities (e.g. 
watching television as a primary activity and ironing as a secondary activity, reading a book as a 
primary activity and minding the children as a secondary activity) are classified as contaminated.
A different type of contamination comes from the fragmentation of free time episodes by 
unpaid work. Previous research has measured fragmentation by relying on the sheer number of 
leisure episodes and their length (Bittman and Wajcman 2000). However, Chapter 4 argued that 
this may imply leisure variety and not real fragmentation from unpaid work activities. For this 
reason, this analysis focuses on the sequencing of activities: The number of free time episodes 
interrupted by either childcare or domestic chores (as primary activity) is calculated, and the 
percentage of fragmented free time episodes during a day (given by the ratio of the number of 
fragmented free time episodes to the number of all free time episodes of the diary day) is the 
employed measure of fragmentation.
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Such measures have been previously discussed as 'gender-sensitive', capable of capturing 
working mothers' distinctive experiences in the household and potentially explaining women's 
higher engagement with indoor leisure pursuits (Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Sullivan 1997). Their 
inclusion in this analysis allows a more theoretically grounded research approach and an 
understanding of free time "as something bound up with more communal rhythms dependent on 
women's domestic 'temporal activity' in planning and coordinating household timetables" 
(Everingham 2002, 340). Differences in these predictors were examined by gender and were also 
disaggregated by social class and family characteristics in order to unravel potential inequalities 
stemming from different household circumstances and arrangements in the domestic division of 
labour.
6.4.2 Independent variables
The relationship of relative time poverty with a series of socio-economic factors is examined. This 
section presents information on the variables under study and their measurement.
(a) Demographic variables
Sex, age group and ethnicity are the demographic variables included in this analysis. Ethnicity was 
measured by the question 'to which of these groups do you consider you belong?' with nine 
response options: White, Black-Caribbean, Black-African, Black-Other, Indian, Pakistani, 
Bangladeshi, Chinese, and none of these. Because preliminary analysis revealed pronounced time 
use differences between respondents from a white and a non-white ethnic background, as well as 
the small numbers of some non-white ethnic groups, the variable was collapsed into two categories 
of white and non-white for the statistical analyses.
(b) Occupational characteristics
An effort was made to examine as many aspects of occupational circumstances as possible in order 
to better understand the free time constraints resulting from occupational positions and from the 
temporal organization of the British labour market. Social class is measured by the 'simplified' 3- 
class National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC), which measures employment 
relations and occupational conditions^’ and is directly predictive of a range of economic life-
21 More information regarding the history, conceptual basis, derivation as well as the analytic classes and categories of  
the NS-SEC can be found at httn://wuw.ons.gov.uk/aboutstatistics/classifications/current/ns-sec
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chances, such as risk of job loss and future income prospects. This 3-class measure is derived from 
the detailed SOC-2000 variable on the occupation of respondents, and does not contain information 
on the employment status and size of the organization worked for. The Cambridge Social 
Interaction and Stratification Scale (CAMSIS) scale^-, which provides an alternative measure of an 
occupational unit's relative position within the national order of social interaction and stratification 
(Prandy 1999) was also derived with the use of the SOC-2000 classification. The CAMSIS Scale 
has often been argued to be an 'improvement' on occupational aggregate classifications like the NS- 
SEC, as it encompasses both social and economic conditions (Bottero 2005), thus providing a 
better measure of lifestyle advantage (Crompton 2010, 15). However, no significant bivariate 
pattern of correlation/association between CAMSIS and free time/time poverty was found, 
therefore results regarding this variable are not included in the presentation of findings. An 
interpretation of this result is included in the concluding remarks of the chapter.
The analysis also examines individual weekly net earnings. As shown in the next section 
(Table 6.1), approximately 15 per cent of the sample under study did not provide complete 
information on their income and other earnings. An investigation of the socio-economic 
characteristics of diarists with missing earnings information showed that non-respondents were a 
random group from all other earnings categories. In order to preserve the sample size and retain 
statistical power, respondents with missing earnings values were kept as a separate category in the 
analysis, which has been recommended as the most appropriate method for handling missing 
earnings/income data in population-based surveys (Kim et al. 2007).
Two occupational variables from the individual questionnaire are also examined: self­
assessed employment status (whether in full-time, part-time, or self-employment), and type of work 
establishment (working for a public or a private company or in self-employment). A binary variable 
on whether the worker conducts any paid work for his/her main job at home is also used in order to 
examine the impact of more 'permeable' work-life borders on free time resources, a topic 
previously discussed in section 2.4.
Special attention is given to the relationship of working time arrangements with time 
deprivation. The working time variable refers to the hours individuals reported spending in paid 
employment on the actual diary day. Information regarding the availability of flexible working time 
arrangements was gathered during the individual interview, when respondents were asked whether 
any special working arrangement applied to them, such as flexitime, term time working, and a 
nine-day fortnight. Because of very small cell numbers in many of these categories, this analysis
22 More information on the theoretical background and methodological foundations o f the CAMSIS scale can be found 
at http://uww'.camsis.stir.ac.uk/
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only examines the influence of availability of flexitime schemes, which was reported by 
approximately 10 per cent of workers in the sample^L However, the wording of the relevant 
question was poor, and it not clear whether these workers actually make use of flexitime, or 
whether such schemes are simply available should they be needed by employees.
In the UKTUS, shift work was defined as two or more distinct periods of work between 
which employees are regularly rotated, and during the individual interview respondents were asked 
whether they work shifts. A dichotomous variable of whether the person identified themselves as 
regularly working shifts is analysed. An additional variable regarding the timing of employment 
was constructed from the diary episode file: conducting remunerated activities outside the period of 
8am-8pm on the diary day is defined as working unsocial (or atypical) hours. It is worth clarifying 
that workers who reported travelling to and from work (i.e. commuting) outside 8am-8pm are also 
classified as working unsocial hours according to this definition. While many previous British 
studies tend to define unsocial work as that which falls outside the traditional 9-5 (or 8-6) working 
week, it has been argued that achieving one's work during these hours is arguably becoming an 
exception (Barnes, Bryson, and Smith 2006). For this reason, this analysis adopted a more stringent 
definition in order to only characterize exceptionally distinctive timings of paid work activities as 
unsociaF'*.
(c) Family circumstances
Marital status is collapsed into 3 categories of married/cohabiting, single, and 
divorced/separated/widowed, because of the small numbers of widowed people in the sample. A 
variable regarding the age of the youngest person in the household is used as a proxy for the 
presence of children. Children are defined as members of the household aged under 16 years old in 
all relevant variables^^.
23 For more information see Appendix A, Table A.I.
24 Admittedly, a variable taking into account the proportion o f time worked during unsocial hours may have been more 
insightful. However, the construction o f such a variable with time use data was very complicated and was abandoned at 
an early stage of this research.
25 A variable referring to different household types (e.g. single parent with dependent child, dual-eamer household 
without dependent children) was also considered, but results for this variable did not give substantially different results 
than the marital status/age of youngest member in the household variables.
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6.5 Socio-demographic circumstances and working patterns of the 
sample under study
This section provides information on the socio-demographic characteristics (Table 6.1) and 
working patterns and arrangements of the sample under study (Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4). 
Approximately three quarters of both men and women workers are married or cohabiting with a 
partner, while 18 per cent of men and 17 per cent of women are single/never married. The 
percentages of divorced or widowed workers are lower, especially in the case of men (5 per cent). 
At the same time, more than half of men and women of working age (55 and 59 per cent 
respectively) live in a childless household (Table 6.1). As far as occupational characteristics are 
concerned, there is a higher concentration of men in higher managerial and professional 
occupations, while women are mostly found in intermediate and manual and routine occupations. A 
clear gender pattern also holds for individual weekly earnings, with considerably higher 
proportions of men in the higher earnings groups (i.e. 12 per cent of men as opposed to only 3 per 
cent of women earn more than 500 pounds weekly). As expected, part-time employment constitutes 
an almost exclusively female working pattern, with only 3 per cent of men reporting working part- 
time as opposed to 38 per cent of women. Similarly, full-time occupations and self-employment 
remain the province of men (81 per cent as opposed to 56 per cent for women full-timers, and 16 
per cent as opposed to 6 per cent for self-employed women).
Tables 6.2 provides information on the occurrence of paid work during a typical week, 
illustrating the proportions of workers that engage in remunerated activities on weekdays and/or 
weekend days. A higher proportion of men conduct paid work on both weekdays and weekends (31 
per cent), which reflects the higher level of time commitment and the job intensity of certain 
predominantly male occupations. At the same time, over one fifth of women also work on both 
weekdays and weekends, and a slightly higher proportion of women work on weekends only (6 per 
cent as opposed to 3 per cent for men), a result of the higher part-time female employment rate. As 
may be seen in Table 6.3, which provides more detailed information on participation rates by social 
class and employment status, it is the self-employed as well as workers in routine and manual 
occupations that are more likely to work on weekend days, which can be regarded as preliminary 
evidence for these groups' relative disadvantage in terms of free time resources. Overall, the 
relatively high proportions of people working on both weekdays and weekends is indicative of the 
de-standardization and reorganization of the temporal organization of work in contemporary 
Britain.
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Table 6.1: Socio-demographic characteristics of workers aged 20-60
Men W omen
% %
Sex 55.4 44.6
A ge Group
20-25 10.2 11.8
26-35 27.5 26.4
36-45 29.8 28.9
46-55 25.1 26.6
56-60 7.4 6.3
M arita l S tatus
Married/ Coh abiting 77.5 72.5
Single/Never Married 17.7 16.9
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 4.8 10.6
Social Class
Managerial & Professional 42.5 35.9
Intermediate 19.5 27.3
Manual & Routine 38.0 36.8
Weekly Earnings (£)
Less than 149 8.1 34.1
150-249 22.0 27.5
250-349 25.7 14.9
350-499 13.7 5.6
500 + 11.8 2.8
Missing 18.7 15.1
E thnicity
White 94.8 96.9
Non-white 5.2 3.1
E m ploym ent Status
Full-time 81.4 56.3
Part-time . 2.8 37.7
Self-employed 15.8 6.0
Children in the H ousehold* - ■
Yes 44.6 41.4
N o 55.4 58.6
Total (n) 2 ,044 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey ; Weights applied. 
* Under 16 years old
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Table 6.2: Economic activity (paid work) on weekdays and weekend days
Men
% n
Women
% n
Only on Weekdays 66.0 1344 72.0 1183
Only on Weekends 3.4 76 6.4 105
On Both Days 30.6 624 21.6 355
Total (n) 100 2,044 100 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey ; Weights applied.
Table 6.3: Economic activity (paid work) on weekdays and weekend days by gender, 
social class and employment status
W EEKDA YS W EEKENDS
Men Women Men Women Men Women
% % % % count count
Full-time 96.5 95.7 30.8 24.6 1,664 925
Managerial & Professional 97.1 97.1 26.0 25.0 781 454
Intermediate 96.6 96.1 31.3 14.9 149 228
Manual & Routine 95.9 92.1 35.8 32.8 734 243
Part-time 87.7 90.1 36.8 31.5 58 619
Managerial & Professional 100.0 90.7 27.3 323 10 129
Intermediate 80.0 91.6 20.0 27.5 5 142
Manual & Routine 85.7 89.1 42.9 32.8 43 348
Self-employed 97.2 98.0 50.2 34.9 322 99
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
Table 6.4 demonstrates the distribution of different working time arrangements by gender 
and social class. Access to flexitime schemes and occasional home-based work are the province of 
men and women in managerial and professional occupations, whereas shift work and unsocial 
working hours are more common amongst men and women in routine and manual occupations. The 
relatively high occurrence of working unsocial hours once a week amongst managerial and 
professional occupations may be understood as a result of the lengthy workdays that are 
characteristic in these sectors, particularly during weekdays. Overall, the information provided on 
Table 6.4 is in agreement with findings of previous research on the distribution of working time 
arrangements in the UK, which demonstrate pronounced class and gender differences in working
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time autonomy and were discussed in previous chapters/^
Table 6.4: Working time circumstances by gender and social class
M anagerial/Prof, In term ediate R outine/M anual
M en W om en Men W om en Men W om en
Working Shifts 12.4 12.9 11.8 9.8 31.2 2&6
Unsocial Hours, Once a week 31.5 26.9 36.1 15.8 48.1 3&3
Unsocial Hours, Twice a week 9.2 6.4 15.5 4.5 20.7 9.5
Any Work at Home for Main Job 47.0 45.5 30.7 5.8 5.8 6.8
Flexitim e Available 15.0 14.0 4.0 15.0 5.0 7.3
Total (n) 869 605 399 449 776 589
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Column Percentages.
6.6 Results
6.6.1 Time allocation of British workers during a typical working week
This section provides information on the average time working men and women spend on different 
activities on weekdays and weekend days“’. As shown in Table 6.5a men spend more time than 
women on remunerated activities on weekdays. However, women compensate by the time they 
spend on domestic work and as a result the two sexes spend almost the same amount of time on 
paid and unpaid work (10 hours 51 minutes for men as opposed to 10 hours 31 minutes for 
women). Women devote half an hour more than men to personal care activities such as sleeping 
and grooming on weekdays, which leaves men with a slight advantage of an extra 12 minutes of 
available free time.
This pattern is however exacerbated during the weekend, when men on average have 6 hours 
and 43 minutes of free time at their disposal as opposed to women having over one hour less (5 
hours and 37 minutes). It is important to note that men increase their contribution on domestic 
work and/or childcare by more than 2 hours during the weekend and continue to spend more time 
on employment than women do. However, women still devote more of their weekend time to both 
unpaid work and personal care, which results in a greater gender difference in free time than during 
the week.
26 More detailed information on the working time arrangements and working patterns o f the sample under study is 
provided in Appendix A, Tables A .l, A.2, and A.3.
27 Appendix A provides more detailed information on the time spent in paid work, housework, and childcare by different 
social groups (Tables A.2, A.3, A.4, and A.5).
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The information provided in Table 6,5 is in accordance with previous findings regarding the 
aggregate time use patterns of the British working population and the changes in time allocation 
taking place on weekend days (see Chapter 4). As far as the distribution of free time is concerned, 
Table 6.5 illustrates that women are somewhat more disadvantaged and face a higher probability of 
being worse off than men, especially during the weekends and despite men's higher involvement in 
paid work. Having provided an overall picture of time allocation of British workers, the analysis 
will now move to an examination of the rates of different types of time poverty and its 
determinants.
Table 6.5: Time spent on different activities on weekdays and weekend 
days by gender; workers aged 20-60
(a) W E E K D A Y S
M en (n=2,044) W om en (n = l,6 4 3 )
Paid Work 9hrs 14min 7hrs lOmin
Unpaid Work Ihr 37min 3hrs 21m in
Personal Care 9hrs 34min lOhrs 5min
Free Time 3hrs 29m in 3 hrs 17min
Other 6mm 7mm
24hrs 24hrs
(b ) W E E K E N D S
M en (n=2,044) W om en (n = l,6 4 3 )
Paid Work 2hrs 25min Ihr 40m in
Unpaid Woric 3hrs 20m in 4hrs 45 min
Personal Care 11 hrs 6min 11 hrs 41m in
Free Time 6hrs 43min 5hrs 37min
Other 16min 17mm
24hrs 24hrs
Source: 2000 U K Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Weekdays: M on day-Friday, Weekend: Saturday, Sunday.
6.6.2 Time poverty: identification
(a) Time poverty rates
This section presents the relative time poverty rates for weekdays and weekends separately. In an 
analogous way to relative consumption poverty measurement techniques, the time poverty 
threshold is defined at 60 per cent below the median value of free time, with workers falling below 
this threshold classified as 'time poor'. However, because any poverty threshold specification is
characterized by a certain degree of arbitrariness and lack of definitiveness (Callan and Nolan 
1991; Mok, Gan, and Sanyal 2007), it is important to look at the distribution of the population 
around the specified poverty line in order to examine how poverty rates would respond to shifts of 
the poverty line and ensure the specified threshold's robustness. Table 6.6 presents the time poverty 
rates for alternative threshold specifications at 40, 50, and 70 per cent of the median value of free 
time for weekends and weekdays separately. Because individual-level time use estimates are 
products of ten minute activity blocks from the diary, threshold values are rounded up or down 
accordingly.
The median free time of the working population on weekdays is 190 minutes; therefore the 
time poverty threshold set at 60 per cent of the median is 110 minutes (Table 6.6a). This results in 
20 per cent of the population being characterized as 'time poor', that is, possessing less than 110 
minutes of free time on a weekday. The gender difference is almost negligible, with 20.4 per cent 
of women as opposed to 19.6 of men being 'time poor'. This difference remains small when 
considering both lower (50 per cent) and higher (70 per cent) thresholds for weekdays, indicating 
that women are consistently positioned somewhat lower than men in the distribution of free time. 
What may also be seen from the alternative time poverty thresholds presented in Table 6.6a is that 
the distribution of free time is slightly denser above the poverty line: a 10 per cent increase of the 
threshold results in a bigger increase in time poverty rates than a 10 per cent decrease. The time 
poverty rates for the 70 per cent threshold provide further evidence for women's relative 
disadvantage: more than 27 per cent of female workers find themselves just slightly above the 
specified 70 per cent time poverty line, possessing less than 130 minutes on weekdays.
Table 6.6b presents alternative time poverty thresholds for weekend days. As expected, the 
median free time of the population on weekend days is much higher than on weekdays (360 
minutes as opposed to 190 minutes). The absolute value of the 60 per cent time poverty threshold is 
at 220 minutes. A person that has 3 hours and 40 minutes of free time at his/her disposal on a single 
day does not coincide with the popular notion of a 'time pressed' person but it should be kept in 
mind that this analysis employs a relative understanding of time poverty, which entails a 
comparison of free time resources with those commanded by the 'average' British worker. 
Furthermore, while having more than 3 hours of free time barely classifies as a case of absolute 
dispossession, it may still prevent an individual from engaging in leisure activities that are enjoyed 
by the 'average' worker who has a relatively better command of free time resources on weekends, 
an issue fully explored in Chapter 7.
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What is characteristic about the weekend time poverty rates is a stronger gender imbalance;
25.2 per cent of women as opposed to 19.4 per cent of men are 'time poor' according to the 60 per 
cent threshold definition. Setting the time poverty threshold at either 70 or 50 per cent below the 
population median yields similar gender differences. The threshold analysis also shows that the 
distribution of free time does not present any anomalies below or above the poverty line, as time 
poverty rates change proportionately for both lower and higher thresholds. Overall, the picture 
emerging from Tables 6.5 is that of a consistent gender disadvantage in terms of free time on 
weekend days. This issue is fully explored in section 6.6.3, which examines the determinants of 
time poverty.
(b) Time poverty and compensation
An important question that arises is whether there are changes in workers' time poverty status 
between weekdays and weekend days and the potential compensation that might be taking place 
from a weekday to a weekend day or the opposite. Table 6.8 examines the co-occurrence of relative 
time poverty amongst British workers by demonstrating the different combinations of time poverty 
status during a typical week. Almost 13 per cent of workers are time deprived only on weekdays, 
while 14.7 per cent of workers are time deprived on weekends, but are not disadvantaged during 
weekdays. Furthermore, Table 6.8 shows that more than 65 per cent of workers never fall into the 
bottom of the free time distribution during a typical week. However, 7.3 per cent of workers are 
'time poor' on both weekdays and weekend days, and therefore appear to be persistently deprived of 
free time resources during a typical week.
Table 6.7: Co-occurrence of weekday and weekend time poverty; workers aged 20-60
W E E K D A Y S
Time Poor Yes No Total
Yes 7.3 (267) 14.7(545) 22.0(812)
W E E K E N D S
No 12.7(469) 65.2(2,406) 77.9 (2,875)
Total 20.0(736) 79.0(2,951) 100(3,687)
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Total percentages; Counts in brackets.
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Table 6.8: Time poverty status and compensation over the week; workers 
aged 20-60
W E E K E N D S  
Time P oor Tim e Rich
(  <  220 m in) 2 2 0 -3 5 0  nun (  >  350 min) Total
W E E K D A Y S
Time Poor ( < 1 1 0  min) 31.9 2&5 14.3 20.0
110-190  nun 3Z2 35.1 29.4 31.5
Tune R ich  ( > 1 9 0  min) 35^ 44.4 5&3 48.5
Total (n) 100 100 100 100 (3,687)
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Column percentages.
Table 6.8 further examines the issue of compensation in free time, illustrating a pattern 
regarding the consistency of an individuals' time poverty status on different days of the week. 
Nearly 32 per cent of 'time poor' people during the weekend are also 'time poor' on weekdays, 
while only 14.3 per cent of the 'time rich' at weekends find themselves at the bottom of the 
distribution of free time during weekdays. A similar pattern holds for workers that have a close to 
the average command of free time resources during the week, as well as for 'time rich' people (i.e. 
workers possessing more free time than the 190 minutes median) who are more likely to remain 
'time rich' (i.e. to be placed higher than the median of 350 minutes in the free time distribution) 
during the weekend. Overall, Table 6.8 demonstrates that absolute compensation is not occurring 
for a significant proportion of workers who are positioned in a similar relative position in the free 
time distribution on weekdays and weekend days. The issue of compensation is revisited later in 
this chapter with the examination of the determinants of persistent time poverty, as well as in 
Chapter 7.
Despite the fact that men are more heavily involved in paid work activities and are, as a 
consequence, more likely to be affected by lengthy working days and other 'adverse' working time 
arrangements, this analysis so far indicates that it is working women who are more likely to be 
relatively deprived in their command of free time resources. This preliminary finding directs 
attention to the possible importance of gender roles and household circumstances in determining 
gender differences in free time, and their potential interaction with occupational circumstances. The 
following sections examine the influence of a series of occupational and family characteristics on 
different types of time poverty .
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6.6.3 Socio-economic correlates of time poverty: bivariate analyses
This section examines the socio-economic correlates of three different types of time poverty: time 
poverty during weekdays, time poverty during weekend days, as well as persistent time poverty 
(i.e. relative time poverty occurring on both weekdays and weekend days/complete lack of 
compensation). By profiling these three different types of time poverty, the current and the 
following section aim to provide a detailed understanding of the dynamics of time poverty and to 
identify the differential influence of occupational and family circumstances on free time resources 
during different days of the week.
Table 6.9 provides descriptive information on the percentages of'tim e poor' people within 
different socio-economic groups. The time poverty shares for weekdays and weekends are 
presented separately by gender. Because of the small numbers for certain cells, it was not possible 
for persistent time poverty rates to be broken down by gender and therefore rates for this category 
are presented jointly for men and women.
As shown in Table 6.9 there is a curvilinear relationship between age and all three types of 
time poverty, with age groups 26-35 and 36-45 more likely to belong to either of the 'time poor' 
groups than other age groups. This pattern holds for both sexes, but more women than men of these 
age groups appear to be 'time poor', especially on weekends (25.4 per cent as opposed to 16.5 per 
cent for the 26-35 group, and 26.7 per cent as opposed to 22.6 per cent for workers aged 36-^5). A 
pronounced and consistent pattern of time deprivation of non-white workers throughout the 
working week is underlined.
An association between very high weekly earnings and time poverty is found for both men 
and women in the case of weekdays, which may however be related to other occupational 
circumstances specific to high earners, such as long working hours. This relationship holds for the 
category of persistent time poverty but it is reversed on weekends, with the lowest earnings group 
presenting somewhat higher percentages of 'time poor' men. At the same time, the highest and 
lowest paid women are more often affected by weekend time poverty than women in other earnings 
groups.
There is no evidence for a clear association of men's social class with weekday time poverty, 
while women in managerial occupations have higher rates of weekday time poverty than women in 
other occupational categories. At the same time, a different pattern is underlined for both genders 
on weekend days, with lower proportions of'time poor' people amongst higher professionals. There
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is also an expected though modest association between time poverty and employment status (Table 
6.9). Nineteen (19.5) per cent of full-time men are found at the bottom of the distribution of free 
time during weekdays as opposed to 13.5 per cent of part-time male workers. The pattern is not as 
pronounced for women (21.8 and 19.7 for full-timers and part-timers respectively) and is actually 
reversed significantly during the weekend, when more than 30 per cent of part-time employed 
women are relatively time deprived. This is because women employed part-time work more often 
on weekends than full-timers (Table 6.3), and are also more likely to spent more time on domestic 
work and childcare.^^ On the other hand, both self-employed men and women present relatively 
high rates of persistent time poverty, which can be regarded as an indicator of the distinctive time 
allocation patterns of this occupational category, and is in line with the very high participation rates 
in weekend work previously shown in Table 6.3.^^
Time-related work resources, such as the availability of flexitime schemes and the possibility 
to work from home, as well as the type of establishment an individual works for, show no 
consistent association with any of the time poverty categories. However, strong associations are 
found for working time characteristics other than long hours, namely working during unsocial 
hours (outside 8am-8pm) and working shifts. Thirty four (34) per cent of women workers that 
report working unsocial hours are 'time poor' during weekdays as opposed to only 15 per cent of 
those who do not. Working unsocial hours is also very strongly associated with a persistent time 
poverty profile: 18.1 per cent of individuals working unsocial hours at least once a week are 
persistently time deprived as opposed to only 5 per cent among those whose work takes place 
during more traditional time schedules. A similar pattern holds for shift workers who are more 
often time deprived on both weekdays and weekends compared to individuals whose work does not 
take place in an interrupted pattern.
28 For more information, the reader is referred to Appendix A, Tables A.4, and A.5.
29 For more information, the reader is referred to Appendix A, Tables A.2, and A.3.
Table 6.9: Percentages of ’time poor’ people in different social groups;
workers aged 20-60
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WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS PERSISTENT N (BASE)
Men Women Men Women All Men Women
% % % % % count count
19.6 20.4 19.4 252 7.3 2,044 1,643
Age Group
20-25 15.0 19.0 14.4 18.0 4.7 208 194
26-35 21.1 242 16.5 25.4 8.0 563 433
36-45 22.1 21.9 22.6 26.7 7.9 610 476
46-55 18.7 18.5 22.0 27.0 7.6 514 437
56-60 13.3 7.8 15.2 233 4.3 149 103
Ethnicity
White 18.7 19.9 18.8 25.0 6.9 1,938 1,591
Non-white 35 j 36.5 31.1 32.7 152 106 52
Weekly Earnings (£)
Less than 149 15.9 18.1 22.0 272 7.1 164 561
150-249 16.7 19.5 173 24.8 7.4 450 453
250-349 17.3 23.0 18.3 24.2 6.1 525 244
350-499 14.6 27.5 17.1 17.4 4.0 280 92
500 + 29.0 29.8 19.5 283 10.8 242 47
Missing 25.7 20.6 24.0 25.0 8.9 383 246
Employment Status
Full-time 19.5 21.8 19.0 21.2 6.7 1,664 925
Part-time 13.5 17.4 13.8 31.3 8.0 58 619
Selfemployed 20.7 25.0 22.7 263 9.5 322 99
Social Class
Managerid & Professional 18.6 24.6 16.6 233 7.0 869 605
Intermediate 19.6 16.7 23.1 22.7 7.1 399 449
Manual & Routine 20.6 19.0 20.7 293 7.6 776 589
Work Establishment
Public 18.6 20.5 23.0 24.7 6.4 442 629
Private 19.8 19.7 17.5 25.6 8.1 1,279 915
Self employed 20.7 25.0 22.7 263 9.5 323 99
Any Work for Main Job at Home
Yes 20.7 192 20.6 21.9 7.1 576 383
No 21.9 20.0 19.0 262 7.3 1,468 1,260
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Swyey; Weights applied
1. Time poverty threshold at 60 per cent o f median free time for weekdays and weekends separately.
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Table 6.9 (cont.): Percentages of 'time poor' people in different social groups; workers aged 
20-60
WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS PERSISTENT N(BASE)
Men Women Men Women All Men Women
% % % % % count count
19.6 20.4 19.4 25.2 7.3 2,044 1,643
Unsocial Hours weekdayAveekend
Yes 27.0 34.1 48.5 38.0 18.1 1,040/1,650 1,190/1,420
No 12.5 15.2 12.5 20.7 5.1 1,004B94 453/223
Working Shifts
Yes 24.6 27.2 29.0 37.3 12.1 399 279
No 18.4 19.0 16.9 22.8 6.1 1,646 1,365
Flexitime Available
Yes 14.0 20.4 15.7 25.5 6.9 185 196
No 20.0 20.1 19.0 25.2 6.8 1,536 1,348
Self-employed 20.7 25.0 22.7 26.3 9.5 323 99
Marital Status
Married/ Coh abiting 21.1 22.1 22.1 27.8 8.4 1,585 1,191
Single 14.4 14.7 10.2 15.9 3.3 361 277
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 14.9 17.8 10.5 22.4 4.8 98 175
Household Size
1 15.6 15.6 5.3 13.3 3.8 186 128
2 17.9 17.9 24.4 20.9 6.5 541 536
3 20.0 20.0 22.7 27.5 8.0 496 386
4 19.2 19.2 28.0 27.9 6.8 525 391
5 or more 25.7 25.7 19.6 35.0 10.2 296 202
Age of Youngest Person in the Hhd
0-2 29.3 33.3 27.6 41.1 12.8 256 130
3-4 22.1 22.1 20.4 42.6 10.4 113 68
5-9 22.4 27.1 21.3 33.8 8.8 263 225
10-15 19.9 23.3 23.8 27.2 8.3 282 257
16-17 15.8 23.1 26.7 24.4 7.8 75 77
18 + 16.5 15.7 15.2 18.8 5.1 1,055 886
Number of Children in the Hhd
0 16.4 16.3 16.0 19.2 5.3 1,132 964
1 21.5 26.6 20.2 31.1 10.2 377 312
2 23.4 24.9 26.9 32.5 8.7 379 277
3 or more 23.8 29.7 24.4 46.2 11.7 156 90
Total (n) 2,044 7,6^3 2,044 1,643 3,637 2,044 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Time poverty threshold at 60 per cent of median free time for weekdays and weekends separately.
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Table 6.9 also demonstrates strong associations of family circumstances with time poverty, 
especially for women. Workers living in a couple have much higher rates in all three types of time 
poverty. Similarly, household size also has a positive, near linear association with all categories of 
time deprivation. Household size and marital status have a very similar effect for both men and 
women, while this is not the case for the presence and age of children, which put a disproportionate 
time burden on women, especially during weekends. Forty one (41) per cent of working women 
who live in a household where there is an infant under 2 years old (in most cases being their 
mother) are time deprived during the weekend as opposed to 27.6 of comparable men. This gender 
discrepancy remains strong in households with children under 9 years old, from which point there 
is a slight convergence in the association of children with women's and men's free time. Similar 
patterns are found for the number of children in the household. Working women with 3 or more 
children are more often time deprived than men, and this gender discrepancy is more manifest 
during the weekend days: Thirty two (32.5) per cent of women with 2 children are time deprived on 
weekends as opposed to 26.9 per cent of comparable men, while this gender difference becomes 
greater for households with 3 children or more, where 46.2 per cent of women are 'time poor' 
compared with only 24.4 per cent of men.
However, although bivariate analyses draw a general picture of the phenomenon under 
study, they do not provide an indication of the simultaneous influence and interaction of a range of 
heterogeneous socio-economic variables on time poverty configuration. The relative strength of 
association of different socio-economic circumstances as well as their cumulative influence on 
individuals' time poverty status is examined in the next section, which presents a number of 
statistical models predicting workers' odds of experiencing different types of time deprivation.
6.6.4 Predicting time poverty: multivariate logistic regression models
Logistic regression models are specified to analyse the differential effects of occupational and 
family circumstances on the three different types of time poverty. For weekend and weekday time 
poverty, separate models for men and women are specified in order to investigate the different 
influences within each gender. Specifying separate models for each gender provides an additional 
advantage, which is the reduction of household-level variance and therefore the estimation of more 
robust logistic regression coefficients and odd r a t i o s A  joint model for both sexes is also specified
30 It should be noted that the specification o f multilevel regression models was attempted at the beginning o f this 
research project, but the models were not found to increase the explanatory power of the more parsimonious single-level
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in order to test the significance of gender as a predictor and assess any theoretically interesting 
interactions between predictors. For the case of persistent time poverty, it was only possible to 
specify a joint-sex model due to small numbers in some cells for separate sex models.
All statistical models presented in this section have been probed for multicollinearity 
between the predictors by examination of Variation Inflation Factors (VIF) and condition indices 
diagnostics. Results of VIF diagnostics were below the common rule of thumb of a score of 10 
which is usually considered an indicator of serious multicollinearity between predictors, but also 
below the more strict rule of 2.5 as well, which has been previously suggested as a more 
appropriate threshold for analyses of social survey data (Allison 1999).
(a) Relative time poverty during weekdays
Tables 6.10 and 6.11 show a series of additive logistic regression models predicting weekday time 
poverty (i.e. having less than 110 minutes of free time on a weekday, according to the 60 per cent 
of the median threshold) for men and women respectively. Model 1 adjusts for two demographic 
characteristics, age group and ethnicity. Only men aged 36-45 face a higher risk for being 'time 
poor' (OR=1.64, p<0.05) compared to those aged 20-25 (the reference category). Age is a less 
important predictor amongst women, and only older women aged above 55 years are less likely to 
be 'time poor' (OR=0.40, p<0.05) than the reference category of 20-25 (Table 6.11). Ethnicity has a 
very strong effect for both men and women, with non-white workers facing a higher risk for 
weekday time poverty than white workers (OR=2.41, p<0.001 men; OR=2.22, p<0.01 women).------
Model 2 adjusts for social class. No differences on the risk of time poverty is found between 
men of different occupational classes. However,-intermediate and routine women workers are less 
likely to be 'time poor' on weekdays than those in managerial occupations. Model 3 adjust for 
weekly earnings and time spent in the workplace. As expected, time spent at work is strongly 
related with the likelihood of being relatively time deprived. Both men and women working long 
hours (i.e. reporting more than 10 hours of paid work on the diary day) have very high odd ratios 
and are very likely to be 'time poor' compared to those whose time at work is under 9 hours per 
day. The effect of working long hours (i.e. more than 10 hours) is higher for women (OR=6.22, 
p<0.001 women; OR=4.08, p<0.001 men). It should be noted that the higher occurrence of time 
poverty among higher professional women found in Model 2 is fully explained by their longer 
working hours compared to those in routine and intermediate jobs that are more frequently 
employed on a part-time basis.
logistic models.
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Table 6.10: Logistic regressions predicting weekday time poverty of men workers
(1) (2) (3)
OR 95% C l OR 95% C l OR 95%  C l
A g e  G roup p=.06 * p=.33
2 0 -2 5 1 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1.53 0.99-2.36 1.58 0.87-2.03 1.34 0.85-2.13
3 6 -4 5 1.64* 1.07-2.51 1.69* 0.79-1.84 1.42 0.90-2.26
4 6 -5 5 1.35 0.87-2.10 1.38 0.64-1.52 1.19 0.74-1.90
5 6 -6 0 0.92 0.50-1.69 0.94* 0.18-0.90 0.92 0.49-1.75
E th n id ty **
White 1 1 1
N on-w hite 2.41*** 1.60-3.65 2.43** 1.60-3.67 2.57*** 1.63-4.06
S o c ia l C lass p=.55
M anagerial & Professional 
Intermediate
1
0.85 0.66-1.09
1
1.13 0.81-1.58
Routine & Manual 0.96 0.71-1.31 1.17 0.88-1.56
H o u rs  S p en t in P a id  W ork
< 4 0.38** 0.20-0.74
> 4 <  = 7 0.48** 0.29-0.80
> 7 <  = 8 0.67 0.44-1.01
> 8 <  = 9 1
> 9 < = 1 0 1.30 0.90-1.89
> 1 0 4.08*** 2.96-5.63
W eekly E a rn in g s  (£)
L ess than 149 0.99 0.59-1.67
150-249 1.00 0.69-1.63
2 5 0 -3 4 9 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 0.78 0.51-1.20
500 + 1.73** 1.17-2.58
M issing 1.50* 1.06-2.12
U n socia l H o u rs
Yes
N o
W orking S h ifts
Yes
N o
A g e  o f  Youngest P erso n  in H h d
0 -2
3 ^
5 -9
10-15
16-17
18 +
M a rita l S ta tu s
Marri ed/Cohabit ing 
Single
D ivorced/W idowed/Separated
N agelkerke R  square 0.02 0.03 O./g
-2L og  like lih ood  
A -2L og likelihood, sig .
1997.11 1995.28
1.83
1774.31
220.97*
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f difference from reference categoiy * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Table 6.10 (cont): Logistic regressions predicting weekday time poverty of men 
workers
(4) (5)
O R 95%  C l OR 95%  C l
A g e  G roup p=.3S p=.87
2 0 -2 5 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1.33 0.84-2.12 1.07 0.65-1.76
3 6 -4 5 1.40 0 .8 4 -2 2 2 1.16 0.69-1.94
4 6 -5 5 1.18 0.73-1.89 1.07 0.63-1.84
5 6 -6 0 0.93 0.49-1.76 0.85 0.42-1.73
E th n ic ity
White 1 1
N on-w hite 2.60*** 1.65-4.12 2.44*** 1.53-3.90
S o c ia l C lass p=.S2 p=.83
M anagerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 1.10 0.79-1.54 1.11 0.75-1.55
Routine & Manual 1.00 0 .74 -135 1.02 0.75-1.33
H o u rs  S p en t in  P a id  W ork
< 4 0.40** 021 -0 .7 8 0.39** 0.20-0.76
> 4 <  = 7 0.50** 0 3 0 -0 .8 4 0.52** 0.31-0.88
> 7 <  = 8 0.70 0.46-1.06 0.71 0.47-1.07
> 8 <  = 9 1 1
> 9 < =  10 1.28 0.88-1.86 129 0.88-1.87
> 1 0 3.55*** 2.54-4.97 3.60*** 2.60-5.06
W eekly E a rn in g s  (£)
L ess than 149 1.03 0.61-1.74 0.99 0.58-1.70
150-249 1.01 0.70-1.45 1.01 0.70-1.46
2 5 0 -3 4 9 1 1
3 5 0 ^ 9 9 0.77 0.50-1.18 0.77 0.50-1.18
500 + 1.83** 123-2 .70 1.83** 1.23-2.74
M issing 1.57* 1.11-223 1.57* 1.10-2.22
U n socia l H o u rs
Yes 1.41* 1.06-1.87 1.41* 1.06-1.88
N o 1 1
W orking S h ifts *
Yes 1.42* 1.05-1.91 1.38* 1.03-1.87
N o 1 1
A g e  o f  Youngest P erso n  in H h d p=.07
0 -2 1.84** 1.24-2.72
3 -4 1.24 0.72-2.12
5 -9 1.11 0.74-1.66
10-15 1.10 0.75-1.62
16-17 0.91 0.46-1.81
18 + 1
M a rita l S ta tu s p=.59
Marri ed/Cohabiting 1.22 0.80-1.86
Single 1
D ivorced/W idowed/Separated 1.36 0.68-2.76
N agelkerke R  square 0.79 0.20
-2L og  like lih ood 1761.58 1747.62
A -2L og likelihood, sig . 12.73* 13.96*
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f difference from reference category ■p<0.05 ,  * * p < 0 . 0 1 ,  * * * p <  0.001.
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Table 6.11: Logistic regressions predicting weekday time poverty of women workers
(1 ) (2 ) (3)
O R  95%  C l O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
A g e  G rou p * * * k
2 0 -2 5 1 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1.37 0 .9 0 -2 .1 0 1.33 0 .8 7 -2 .0 3 1 .61* 1 .0 2 -2 .5 5
3 6 -4 5 1.24 0 .8 2 -1 .8 9 1.20 0 .7 9 -1 .8 4 1.47 0 .9 3 -2 .3 3
4 6 -5 5 1.02 0 .6 6 -1 .5 8 0 .98 0 .6 4 -1 .5 2 1.12 0 .7 0 -1 .7 9
5 6 -6 0 0 .40*  0 .1 8 -0 .8 8 0 .41* 0 .1 8 -0 .9 0 0 .4 1 * 0 .1 7 -0 .9 5
E th n ic ity ** 'k * *
W hite 1 1 1
N on-w hite 2 2 2 * *  1 .2 3 -3 .9 9 2 .23** 1 .2 4 -4 .0 2 2 .0 6 * 1 .0 8 -3 .9 0
S o c ia l C la ss * p = .51
M anagerial &  P rofessional 
Intermediate
1
0 .64* 0 .4 7 -0 .8 8
1
0 .8 7 0 .5 7 -1 .1 6
R outine &  M anual 0 .74* 0 .5 6 -0 .9 8 0 .8 9 0 .6 3 -1 .2 7
H o u r s  S p e n t in  P a id  W ork k kk
< 4 0 2 5 * * * 0 .1 5 -0 .4 1
> 4 <  = 7 0 .59** 0 .4 1 -0 .8 7
> 7 <  = 8 0 .5 8 * * * 0 .3 9 -0 .8 7
> 8 < = 9 1
> 9  < =  10 1.52 0 .9 5 -2 .4 2
> 10 6 .2 2 * * * 3 .7 3 -1 0 .3 8
W eekly E a rn in g s  (£) p = .3 5
L ess than 149 1 .66* 1 .0 5 -2 .6 4
1 50 -2 4 9 1.26 0 .8 2 -1 .9 4
2 5 0 -3 4 9 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 1.34 0 .7 4 -2 .4 3
500 + 1.42 0 .6 6 -3 .0 4
M issing 1.55 0 .9 5 -2 .5 2
U n so c ia l H o u r s
Yes
N o
W orking  S h if ts
Yes
N o
A g e  o f  Y oungest P e rso n  in  th e  H h d
0 -2
3 -4
5 -9
10-15
16-17
18 +
M a r ita l S ta tu s
Marri ed/C ohab it ing 
Single
D ivorced/W idow ed/Separated
N a g elk erk e  R  square 0 .02 0 .05 0 .1 6
-2 L o g  lik e lih o o d  
A -2L og  lik elihood , sig .
1636.31 1626.3
9 .01*
1479.88
156 .43***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Sw-vey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference categoiy * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, *** p  < 0.001.
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Table 6.11 (cont.): Logistic regressions predicting weekday time poverty of 
women workers
(4) (5)
O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
A g e  G roup ** p=.15
2 0 -2 5 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1.62* 1 .02-2 .58 1.04 0 .6 3 -1 .7 2
3 6 -4 5 1.43 0 .9 0 -2 .2 7 0.84 0 .50 -1 .43
4 6 -5 5 1.07 0 .66-1 .73 0.87 0 .50-1 .51
5 6 -6 0 0 3 8 * 0 .1 6 -0 .9 0 0 3 6 * 0 .1 4 -0 .8 9
E th n id ty * p=.07
W hite 1 1
Non-white 2 .01* 1.06-3 .83 1.87 0 .9 5 -3 .68
S o c ia l C lass p=.33 p=.67
Managerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 0.84 0 .5 9 -1 2 0 0.88 0 .61 -1 .26
Routine & Manual 0.77 0 .54 -1 .10 0.86 0 .5 9 -1 2 4
H ou rs S pen t in P a id  W ork *** ***
< 4 0.29*** 0 .18 -0 .48 0 2 2 * * * 0 .1 3 -0 .3 8
> 4 <  = 7 0.64*** 0 .4 4 -0 .94 0.55** 0 .3 7 -0 .8 2
> 7 <  = 8 0.62* 0 4 2 -0 .9 4 0.60* 0 .4 0 -0 .9 0
> 8 <  = 9 1 1
> 9 < =  10 1.41 0 .8 8 -2 .77 1.54 0 .95-2 .51
> 10 4.83*** 2 .8 5 -8 2 1 5.06*** 2 .9 4 -8 .7 2
W eekly E arn in gs (£) p=.23 p=.60
L ess than 149 1.72* 1 .08-2 .74 1.41 0 .87 -2 .28
150-249 1 2 4 0 .81-1 .91 1.19 0 .76 -1 .85
2 5 0 -349 1 1
350-499 1.38 0.76-2 .52 1.54 0 .8 3 -2 .2 4
500 + 1.51 0 .70 -3 .25 1 2 8 0.80-2 .81
M issing 1.62 0 .99 -2 .65 1.47 0 .89 -2 .43
U nsocia l H ou rs k kk k kk
Yes 1.73*** 1 .29-2 .34 1.70*** 1 .29-2 .37
N o 1 1
Working Sh ifts p=.08 p=.07
Yes 1.36 0 .97-1 .91 1.38 0 .97 -1 .95
N o 1 1
A g e  o f  Youngest P erson  in  th e  H h d ***
0 -2 3.22* 1 .9 6 -5 2 9
3 -4 1.57 0 .78 -3 .15
5 -9 2.82*** 1.84-4 .33
10-15 1.85*** 1.23-2 .77
16-17 1.23 0 .6 3 -2 .38
18 + 1
M a rita l S ta tus *
Married/Cohabiting 1.74** 1 .10-2 .74
Single 1
Divor cedAVidowed/Separated 1.39 0 .6 7 -2 .5 9
N agelkerke R  square 0.75 0.22
-2L og likelihood 1461 1409.86
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 18.88*** 51.14***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f difference from reference category * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
102
Earnings have a weaker effect than working hours, and only in the case of men. As shown in 
Table 6.9, men who are positioned at the top of the earnings distribution face a significantly higher 
risk of being 'time poor' on a weekday than the reference category (men reporting £250-349 of net 
earnings per week). This odds ratio (OR=1.73, p<0.01) for high earners remains significant after 
controlling for time spent at work, indicating the presence of circumstances other than long hours 
that may be specific to these groups and increase their risk of being relatively time deprived. The 
age effect for men disappears in Model 3, which indicates that the higher risk of time poverty for 
the 36-45 age group is a life-stage effect relating to occupational responsibilities rather than an age 
effect per se. The inclusion of occupational characteristics in the logistic equation substantially 
increases model fit as shown by the relevant statistics at the bottom of both Tables 6.10 and 6.11.
Model 4 adjusts for two additional working time variables, that is, whether the person 
worked/commuted during unsocial hours (outside 8am-8pm) on the actual surveyed day and 
whether he/she is a shift worker. Both predictors are significant for men. A man working unsocial 
hours is at a higher risk of being 'time poor' on a regular working weekday than one who does not 
work outside the more traditional working times of 8am-8pm (OR=1.41, p<0.05). The same holds 
for those working shifts, who present a higher risk of relative time deprivation compared with men 
who work in regular, uninterrupted patterns (OR=1.42, p<0.05). Adjusting for these two variables 
does not greatly reduce the effect of long working hours for men, which indicates the separate 
effects of these working time circumstances on time poverty. It is important to note that the effect 
of ethnicity remains strong for men even after adjusting for working time circumstances (Model 4). 
This is indicative of other processes unrelated to non-white workers' disadvantaged position in the 
labour market that increase their likelihood of being 'time poor' and are not accounted for in the 
logistic model.
The effect of working unsocial hours is also strong for women (OR=1.73, p<0.001), while 
the model does not provide evidence for an effect of shift work on women's risk of time poverty on 
weekdays. It is also important to note that controlling for these two variables brings a more 
important reduction of the odds ratio of time poverty for women who work long hours (from 6.22 
in Model 3 to 4.83 in Model 4) than for men, which indicates that the effect of long hours for 
women's free time somewhat correlates with that of working during unsocial hours (i.e. a higher 
proportion of women that have worked long hours have done so outside 8am-8pm).
Model 5 adjusts for family characteristics, namely marital status and age of the youngest 
person in the household. Marital status does not have any effect on the risk of being 'time poor' for 
men, while this is not the case for women. Married women face a higher risk of being relatively 
time deprived (OR=1.74, p<0.01) than the reference category of single women, a result of the
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increased domestic work marriage or cohabitation entails and the disproportionate burden it puts on 
women.
Furthermore, the risk of being relatively time deprived highly increases for women with very 
young children. Economically active women with a young child of 0-2 years old have an odds ratio 
of 3.22 (p<0.05) in the risk of being 'time poor' on a typical weekday compared to women living in 
a household with children over the age of 18 (the reference category). The effect of children on 
working women's free time is near linear, and only becomes non-significant for women living with 
teenage children over 16 years old. The effect of ethnicity becomes insignificant after controlling 
for household circumstances (Model 5, Table 6.11), which may indicate the inability of non-white 
women to afford childcare provision, a lack of informal social networks that could provide help 
with childcare tasks or, simply, a more unequal division of labour in the household. The same 
explanations could be extended to the category of low paid women workers. The inclusion of 
household characteristics significantly reduces the log-likelihood statistic in both models but the 
increase in the Nagelkerke R square is much greater in the model for women, which provides 
further evidence for the key role of family context and responsibilities in influencing women's free 
time resources.
The same model was specified for the entire sample in order to test for the effect of gender 
and to test for interactions between predictors. In the fully-adjusted model, gender was a significant 
predictor of weekday time poverty with women presenting a much higher risk of being time 
deprived (OR=2.22, p<0.01) than men. Only one significant interaction was found, between gender 
and age of youngest household member, indicating that living with children under 18 years old has 
a different effect on women rather than men. However, including this interaction term in the model 
did not bring a significant improvement compared to the 'main effects only' model fit.
(b) Relative time poverty during weekends
Comparable logistic regression models are specified for weekends. These models are shown in 
Tables 6.12 and 6.13. An additional variable is added in the logistic equation, that of an individuals' 
time poverty status during the week (in Model 5). The inclusion of this variable allows the 
examination of the issue of compensation and the interrelationship of workers' time poverty status 
on weekdays and weekends, controlling for other socio-economic and demographic characteristics.
Controlling for age (Model 1, Tables 6.12 and 6.13) produces different results to the weekday 
models. Age becomes a significant predictor of time poverty during weekends for both men and 
women, with those aged between 36-55 facing the highest risk of being at the bottom of the free
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time distribution. Ethnicity remains a significant predictor of time poverty for men during 
weekends (OR=2.03, p<0.001), but not for women (Model 1, Table 6.13).
Model 2 adjusts for social class. Whereas social class was not significantly related to 
weekday time poverty for men, the situation is different on weekend days. Both intermediate and 
routine/manual men workers face a higher risk of being relatively time deprived compared to those 
in managerial and professional occupations (OR=1.54, p<0.01, OR=1.39, p<0.01 for intermediate 
and routine/manual respectively). This finding illustrates that despite the long hours of managerial 
occupations that have constituted the focus of much research in the field, there seems to be a 
compensation occurring during weekends, with men in managerial occupations being better off 
than the rest of male workers in terms of free time resources. In the case of women, it is only 
routine occupations that face a higher risk of time poverty on weekends (OR=1.37, p<0.05), while 
the odds of being 'time poor' are identical for managerial and intermediate occupations.
Model 3 adjusts for 4 occupational characteristics: weekly earnings, hours spent at paid 
work during the weekend, whether the person worked unsocial hours and whether he/she is a shift 
worker. As expected, working more than 4 hours on a weekend day places both sexes in a very 
disadvantaged position in terms of free time. Interestingly, an alternative model specification that 
controls for employment status instead of actual work time shows that it is part-time women in 
routine occupations that are more likely than full-timers to be time deprived on weekends (the 
reader is referred to Appendix A, Table A.7). No differences were found for men of different 
employment status. Unlike in the case of weekdays, long working hours on weekend days^* have a 
slightly stronger effect for men than women (OR=6.34, p<0.001, OR=5.92, p<0.001 respectively). 
Working shifts and during unsocial working hours both increase men worker's probability of being 
'time poor' on the weekend (OR=1.35, p<0.05 and OR=1.76, p<0.01 respectively). The effects of 
social class and ethnicity variables become insignificant for men, which demonstrates the 
disadvantages of weekend work specific to these social groups. On the other hand. Table 6.11 
shows that shift work and unsocial hours are not significant predictors for women's weekend time 
poverty status. However, the alternative model specification on Table A.7 suggests that these 
variables are somewhat collinear with weekend work time for women, and essentially demonstrates 
that part-time routine workers weekend work mainly consists of shift work and unsocial hours, 
which both exert a significant negative influence on their free time resources.
31 More than 4 hours o f work were defined as 'long', given the average working time reported by the sample during 
weekend days (see Appendix A, Table A. 1 for the percentage frequencies o f the employed variable, and Table A.2 for the 
weekend working patterns o f different occupational groups).
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Table 6.12: Logistic regressions predicting weekend time poverty of men workers
(1) (2) (3)
OR 95%  a OR 95%  a OR 95%  a
A g e  G ro u p ** *** ***
2 0 -2 5 1 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1.18 0 .7 6 -1 .8 5 1.23 0 .79^ 1 .94 1.63 0 .9 9 -2 .6 7
3 6 -4 5 1.75** 1 .1 4 -2 .7 0 1.85** 1 .1 6 -2 .8 2 2.30** 1 .4 1 -3 .7 3
4 6 -5 5 1.73** 1 .1 2 -2 .0 0 1.81** 1 .1 6 -2 .8 2 2.11*** 1 .2 9 -3 .4 6
5 6 -6 0 1.13 0 .6 2 -2 .0 4 1.15 0 .6 3 -2 .0 7 1.19 0 .6 2 -2 .2 8
E th n ic ity *** *** p=.08
W hite 1 1 1
N o n -w h ite 2.03*** 1 .32-2 .11 2.07*** 1 .3 4 -3 .1 8 1.56 0 .9 6 -2 .5 6
S o c ia l C la s s ** p=.84
M anageria l &  P ro fess ion a l 1 1
Interm ediate 1.54** 1 .1 5 -3 .0 7 1.00 0 .7 3 -1 .4 5
R ou tin e  &  M anual 1.39** 1 .0 8 -1 .7 8 0 .93 0 .6 9 -1 .2 7
H o u r s  S p e n t  in  P a id  W ork ***
N o  w ork 1
U p  to 4  hours 1.54 0 .9 9 -2 .3 8
M ore than 4  hours 6.34*** 4 .4 1 -9 .1 3
W eekly  E a r n in g s  (£ ) p = .ll
L ess than 149 1.11 0.68-1.82
1 5 0 -2 4 9 0 .8 7 0 .5 9 -2 .1 2
2 5 0 -3 4 9 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 0 .9 5 0 .6 2 -1 .4 5
5 0 0  + 1.25 0 .8 1 -1 .9 4
M iss in g 1.47* 1 .0 1 -2 .1 2
U n so c ia l H o u r s **
Y es 1.76** 1 .2 3 -2 .5 2
N o 1
W o rk in g  S h if ts *
Y es 1.35* 1 .0 0 -1 .8 4
N o 1
A g e  o f  Y o u n g est P e rso n  in  H h d
0-2
3 -4
5 -9
1 0 -1 5
1 6 -1 7
18 +
M a r ita l  S ta tu s
M arried/C ohabiting
S in g le
D ivorced /W id ow ed /S ep arated
T im e P o v e r ty  on  W eek d a ys
Y es
N o
N a g e lk e rk e  R  sq u a re  0 .0 2 0 .0 3 0 .2 6
-2 L o g  lik e lih o o d  1986 .36 1976 .03 16 4 8 .4 2
A -2 L o g  lik e lih o o d  , sig . 10.3** 327.61***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference categoiy * p  < 0.05, ** p <  0.01, p  <  0.001.
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Table 6.12 (cont): Logistic regressions predicting weekend time poverty of men 
workers
(4) (5)
O R 95%  C l OR 95%  C l
A g e  G ro u p p = .0 6 p = .7 4
2 0 -2 5 1 1
2 6 -3 5 1 .16 0 .6 8 -2 .0 0 1 .17 0 .6 8 -2 .0 3
3 6 -4 5 1.65 0 .9 5 -2 .8 5 1.64 0 .9 4 -2 .8 7
4 6 -5 5 1 .67 0 .9 5 -2 .9 1 1 .69 0 .9 5 -2 .9 8
5 6 -6 0 0 .9 6 0 .4 7 -1 .9 6 0 .9 9 0 .4 8 -2 .0 6
E th n ic i ty p = .2 p = .S 9
W h ite 1 1
N o n -w h ite 1 .39 0 .8 4 -2 .2 9 1 .26 0 .7 6 -2 .0 9
S o c ia l  C la s s p = .9 4 p = .S 9
M an ageria l &  P ro fess io n a l 1 1
Interm ed iate 1.03 0 .7 3 -1 .4 5 1 .00 0 .7 0 -1 .4 2
R o u tin e  &  M an ual 0 .9 6 0 .7 1 -1 .3 2 0 .9 4 0 .6 8 -1 .2 7
H o u r s  S p e n t  in P a id  W ork * * * * * *
N o  w ork 1 1
U p  to 4  hours 1 .54 0 .9 7 -2 .3 4 1.56 0 .9 7 -2 .4 3
M ore  than 4  hours 6.51*** 4 .4 9 -9 .4 2 6 .8 1 * * * 4 .6 9 -9 .9 0
W eek ly  E a r n in g s  (£) p = .1 4 p = .3 4
L ess  than  149 1 .17 0 .7 1 -1 .9 3 1.20 0 .7 2 -1 .9 9
1 5 0 -2 4 9 0 .8 9 0 .6 1 -1 .3 1 0 .9 0 0 .6 1 -1 .3 3
2 5 0 -3 4 9 1 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 0 .9 2 0 .6 0 -1 .4 3 0 .9 4 0 .6 1 -1 .4 6
5 0 0  + 1.24 0 .8 0 -1 .9 3 1 .09 0 .7 0 -1 .7 1
M is s in g 1 .46* 1 .0 0 -2 .1 3 1.38 0 .9 4 -2 .0 2
U n s o c ia l H o u r s kk **
Yes 1 .7 6 * * 1 .2 2 -2 .5 4 1 .6 2  ** 1 .1 2 -2 .3 5
N o 1 1
W o rk in g  S h if ts kk k p = .6 3
Yes 1 .3 7 1 .0 1 -1 .8 7 1.35 0 .9 8 -1 .8 4
N o 1 1
A g e  o f  Y o u n g e s t P e r so n  in  H h d k p = . l l
0 -2 1 .9 4 * 1 .2 9 -2 .9 3 1 .8 1 * 1 .1 9 -2 .7 3
3 ^ 1.08 0 .6 4 -1 .9 4 1 .09 0 .6 0 -1 .9 6
5 -9 1.25 0 .8 2 -1 .9 4 1.23 0 .8 1 -1 .8 9
1 0 -1 5 1.23 0 .8 4 -1 .8 2 1.25 0 .8 5 -1 .8 5
1 6 -1 7 1.43 0 .7 7 -2 .6 6 1.45 0 .7 7 -2 .7 5
18 + 1 1
M a r ita l  S ta tu s kk **
M arried /C ohab iting 1 .9 4 * * 1 .2 1 -3 .0 9 1 .9 1 * * 1 .1 9 -3 .0 5
S in g le 1 1
D ivorced A Y id ow ed /S ep ara ted 0 .6 6 0 .2 9 -1 .5 3 0 .6 6 0 .2 8 -1 .5 3
T im e  P o v e r ty  on  W eek d a ys ***
Y es 2 .2 0 * * * 1 .6 5 -2 .9 3
N o 1
N a g e lk e rk e  R  sq u a re 0.2^ 0 .3 0
-2 L o g  lik e lih o o d 1 6 0 9 .4 8 1 5 8 1 .0 8
A -2 L o g  lik e lih o o d  , s ig . 39*** 2 8 .4 * * *
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from  reference category ■p<0. 05,  * * p <  0.01, * * * p <  0.001.
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Table 6.13: Logistic regressions predicting weekend time poverty of women workers
(1) (2) (3)
OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl
A g e  G ro u p * * *
2 0 -2 5 1 1 1
26-35 1.55* 1 .0 1 -2 .3 6 1.56* 1 .0 2 -2 .3 9 1.78* 1.12-2.81
36-45 1.67* 1 .1 0 -2 .5 3 2.56* 1 .5 0 -3 .2 0 1.74* 1 .1 0 -2 .7 4
4 6 -5 5 1.69* 1 .1 1 -2 .5 8 3.56* 1.25-3.68 1.90** 1 .2 0 -3 .0 1
5 6 -6 0 1.55 0 .8 5 -2 .8 1 1.49 0 .8 8 -2 .8 0 1.49 0 .7 8 -2 .8 3
E th n ic i ty p=.15 p=.16 p=.31
White 1 1 1
N on-w hite 1.55 0 .8 5 -2 .8 2 1.54 0.85-2.80 1.40 0 .7 3 -2 .7 0
S o c ia l  C la s s * p=.94
M anagerial &  Professional ■ - 1 1
Intermediate 1.00 0 .7 5 -1 .3 4 0 .9 7 0.69-1.35
Routine & Manual 1.37* 1 .0 6 -1 .7 9 1.02 0 .7 3 -1 .4 3
H o u r s  S p e n t in  P a id  W o rk kkk
N o  w ork 1
U p to 4  hours 2.07*** 1.38-3.10
M ore than 4  hours 5.92*** 4 .1 6 -8 .4 5
W eek ly  E a r n in g s  (£) p=.69
L ess than 149 1.12 0 .7 4 -1 .7 9
1 5 0 -2 4 9 1.09 0 .7 3 -1 .6 3
250-349 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 0 .6 9 0 .3 4 -1 .3 2
50 0  + 1.30 0 .6 1 -2 .7 8
M issing 0.98 0.62-1.55
U n so c ia l H o u r s p=.22
Y es 1.30 0 .8 6 -1 .9 0
N o 1
W o rk in g  S h if ts p=.42
Y es 1.28 0 .8 3 -1 .6 0
N o 1
A g e  o f  Y o u n g e s t P e rso n  in  H h d
0-2  
3 -4  
5 -9  
1 0 -1 5  
1 6 -1 7  
18 +
M a r ita l  S ta tu s
Married/Cohabiting
Single
D ivorcedA Y idow ed/Separated
T im e  P o v e r ty  on  W eek d a ys
Yes
N o
N a g e lk e rk e  R  sq u a re  0 .01 0.02 o.yg
-2 L o g  lik e lih o o d  18 4 3 .5 9 1 8 3 6 .2 8 1 6 3 8 .5 6
A -2 L o g  likelihood, sig. 7.31* 197.44***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from  reference category * p  <  0.05, * * p  <  0.01, * * * p  < 0.001.
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Table 6.13 (cont.): Logistic regressions predicting weekend time poverty of
women workers
(4 ) (5 )
O R 9 5 %  C l O R 9 5 %  C l
A g e  G r o u p
2 0 - 2 5 1 1
2 6 - 3 5 1 .0 8 0 .6 5 - 1 .8 0 1 .1 0 0 .6 6 - 1 .8 2
3 6 - 4 5 1 .15 0 .6 8 - 1 .9 6 1.21 0 .7 1 - 2 .0 5
4 6 - 5 5 1 .9 4 * 1 .1 3 -3 .3 4 2 .0 8 * * * 1 .2 0 -3 .6 0
5 6 - 6 0 1 .7 8 0 .8 4 - 3 .6 3 2 .0 0 0 .9 7 - 4 .1 3
E th n i c i t y p = .4 6 p = .6 6
W hite 1 1
N o n -w h ite 1 .2 9 0 .6 6 - 2 .5 4 1 .1 6 0 .6 0 - 2 .3 0
S o c ia l  C la s s p = .5 7 p = .4 9
M anagerial &  P rofession a l 1 1
Interrrfâdiate 0 .9 9 0 .7 1 -1 .4 1 1 .05 0 .7 4 - 1 .4 9
R outine &  M anual 1 .1 7 0 .8 3 - 1 .6 5 1 .2 2 0 .8 6 - 1 .7 4
H o u r s  S p e n t  in  P a i d  W o r k
N o  w ork 1 1
U p  to  4  hours 1 .9 5 * * 1 .2 9 -2 .9 5 1 .9 8 * * * 1 .3 1 -3 .0 1
M o re  than 4  hours 6 .7 1 * * * 4 .6 4 - 9 .7 1 6 .7 7 * * * 4 .6 6 - 9 .8 1
W e e k ly  E a r n in g s  (£) p = .6 5 p = 6 5
L ess  than 149 0 .7 8 0 .5 0 -1 .2 1 0 .8 0 0 .5 1 - 1 .2 5
1 5 0 -2 4 9 1 .0 0 0 .6 6 -1 .5 1 1 .0 0 0 .6 5 - 1 .5 3
2 5 0 - 3 4 9 1 1
3 5 0 -4 9 9 0 .7 4 0 .3 8 - 1 .4 5 0 .6 9 0 .3 5 - 1 .3 6
5 0 0  + 1.01 0 .4 7 - 2 .1 7 0 .9 7 0 .4 5 - 2 .1 0
M issing 0 .7 9 0 .4 8 - 1 .2 8 0 .7 9 0 .4 9 -1 .2 8
U n s o c ia l  H o u r s p = .3 5 p = .4 5
Y e s 1 .2 2 0 .8 1 - 1 .8 3 1 .1 7 0 .7 7 - 1 .7 7
N o 1 1 :
W o r k in g  S h i f t s p = .3 4 p = .4 5
Y e s 1 .1 8 0 .8 4 -1 .6 5 1 .1 4 0 .8 1 -1 .6 0
N o 1 1
A g e  o f  Y o u n g e s t  P e r s o n  in  H h d ** *
0 - 2 4 .1 3 * * * 2 .5 5 - 6 .6 7 3 .8 6 * * * 2 .3 7 - 6 .2 5
3 - 4 4 .5 0 * * * 2 .4 8 - 8 .1 9 4 .6 0 * * * 2 .5 0 - 8 .4 4
5 - 9 2 .8 0 * * 1 .8 8 -4 .1 9 2 .6 7 * * 1 .7 8 -4 .0 0
1 0 -1 5 1 .6 3 * 1 .1 1 - 2 .3 4 1 .5 0 * 1 .0 6 -2 .3 1
1 6 -1 7 1 .03 0 .5 6 - 1 .9 0 0 .9 7 0 .5 2 - 1 .7 9
18 + 1 1
M a r i ta l  S ta t u s p = .0 7 p = .1 4
M arried/C ohabiting 1 .55 0 .9 9 - 2 .4 4 1.41 0 .9 0 -2 .2 3
Single 1 1
D ivorced A Y id ow ed /S ep ara ted 1 .1 2 0 .6 6 -2 .0 1 1 .0 4 0 .5 8 - 1 .8 8
T im e  P o v e r ty  o n  W e e k d a y s
Y e s 2 .0 9 * * * 1 .5 7 -2 .8 0
N o 1
N a g e lk e r k e  R  sq u a r e 0 .2 4 0 .2 6
-2 L o g  l ik e l ih o o d 1 5 6 5 .8 7 1 5 4 1 .6 3
A  -2 L o g  likelihood, sig. 7 2 .6 9 * * * 2 4 .2 4 * *
Source: 2 0 0 0  UK Time Use Sui-vey; W eights a p p lied .
1. S ign ifican ce o f  difference fi-om reference c a te g o ry  * p  <  0.05, ** p  <  0 .0 1, *** p  <  0 .001
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Controlling for household and family circumstances (Model 4) also provides a different 
picture than the one on weekdays. Married men now face a higher risk of being 'time poor' 
compared to single men on weekends (OR=1.94, p<0.01), which reflects their taking over more 
domestic work during the weekend (previously illustrated in Table 6.4 at an aggregate level). 
However, children continue to exert a minor influence on working men's time availability status 
during the weekend. Only men in households with an infant aged 0-2 years old have a higher risk 
for experiencing relative time deprivation on the weekend compared with those men in adult-only 
households. At the same time, the effect of living with a child on working women's time poverty is 
much more pronounced during weekends compared to weekdays as shown by the odds ratios in 
Model 4, Table 6.13. Adjusting for marital status and children causes the previously strong age 
effect to disappear for both genders, indicating the strong family-cycle nature of weekend time 
poverty. Overall, the inclusion of family circumstances brings a higher increase in the explanatory 
power of the female model than the male one, which indicates the primacy of working women's 
domestic roles for their time allocation. The inclusion of family circumstances in the alternative 
logistic regression model which controlled for employment status caused the odds-ratio for part- 
time women (OR=2.10, p<0.01, reference category was full-time) to become insignificant, 
indicating that the free time disadvantage of part-time women is a result of their juggling of work 
and domestic/childcare weekend commitments (see Appendix A, Table A.7).
An additional final model (Model 5) is specified, adjusting for time poverty status during 
weekdays. The association is very strong, with both men and women that were relatively time 
deprived on weekdays being also more likely to experience time poverty during the weekend 
(OR=2.20, p<0.001 and OR=2.09, p<0.001 for men and women respectively). This result suggests 
a pattern of an overall similarity between workers' time allocation and free time availability on 
weekdays and weekend days, which was previously shown in Tables 6.7 and 6.8.
The fully-adjusted main effects model for the combined sample of men and women yields a 
significant odds ratio for women (OR=2.46, p<0.001). This means that, even for women and men 
sharing similar socio-economic and family characteristics, women still face a much higher risk of 
experiencing time poverty on weekend days. A series of theoretically meaningful interactions 
between predictors was also explored. The presence of children was found to exert a heavier 
influence on women's free time, but the interaction did not improve model fit. Only one additional 
interaction was found to be significant for men, namely that of shift work status and social class. 
The log-likelihood test of difference between the specified interaction model and the main-effects- 
only model yielded a very significant chi-square value (p<0.001), providing evidence for an 
achieved improvement of model fit.
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Table 6.14: Odds ratios for weekend time poverty of men workers; shift work * 
social class interaction
____________ Time Poverty on Weekends/Men Only__________________
Working Shifts
Social Class Yes No
Managerial & Professional 1 0.88
Intermediate 8.04*** 3.40**
Routine & Manual 3.46** 2.76**
Source: 2000  UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference jrom reference ca teg o iy  * * * p  <0.001, ** p  <0.01.
2. A djusted fo r  age, ethnicity, socia l class, w eekly income, shift w ork status, unsocial hours, 
m arital status, age o f  youngest person  in the household, an d  time p o ver ty  status.
Table 6.14 illustrates the odd ratios for the 6 categories of the interaction of shift work status 
and social class. The moderation of the effect of shift work on free time by an individual's 
occupational class is clearly demonstrated: Shift workers in intermediate and routine/manual 
occupations face a much higher risk of time deprivation during the weekend than the reference 
category of managerial workers that report working shifts (OR=8.04, p<0.001, OR=3.46, p<0.01 
respectively). Intermediate and routine/manual workers that do not work shifts still have a higher 
probability than professional/managerial shift workers to experience weekend time poverty 
(OR=3.40, p<0.01, OR=2.76, p<0.01 respectively). No significant difference in time poverty risk is 
found between shift and non-shift managerial and professional workers^^. This finding is 
particularly important, confirming that shift work causes less temporal problems to middle-class 
men, as demonstrated by previous research (Roberts 1978).
(c) Persistent time poverty
This final section profiles workers that are found in the bottom of the free time distribution on both 
weekdays and weekend days. Understanding the socio-economic correlates of this type of time 
deprivation is particularly important given that for this group of workers (7.3 per cent of the 
sample. Table 6.7) there is no compensation across the week and they can therefore be considered 
to be the worst-off in terms of free time resources.
Table 6.15 shows a series of logistic regression models predicting the probability of a worker 
being persistently time deprived. These models are fitted jointly for men and women due to small
32 Those in routine/manual occupations are more likely to be shift workers than managerial and intermediate employees. 
A cross-tabulation o f the shift work and the SOC-2000 occupational classification variables revealed that medical 
professions, as well as certain managerial groups make up the smaller 'higher professional shift worker' category.
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numbers in some cells for separate sex models. It should be noted that here the variable referring to 
the occurrence of unsocial work consists of 3 rather than 2 categories (never, once a week, twice a 
week). Additionally, instead of a 'synthetic' weekly working hours variable, a variable referring to 
employment status (full-time, part-time, self-employed) is included in the model to avoid 
multicollinearity (indicated by the VIF diagnostics).
Model 1 controls for demographic characteristics, namely sex, age and ethnicity. Ethnicity 
has a strong relationship with persistent time deprivation, with workers from a non-white 
background having 2.5 times the odds of workers from a white background to be persistently time 
deprived. At the same time, all age groups between 26-55 have a higher risk of being persistently 
time deprived compared to younger workers aged 20-25 years (the reference category).
After controlling for household characteristics (Model 2) the odds ratio for women becomes 
significant (OR=1.38, p<0.01). On the other hand, the age effect disappears, indicating that, like 
weekend time poverty, persistent time poverty is associated with the 'busy' family circumstances of 
particular life stages. Being married is a significant predictor for this severe type of time poverty 
(OR=2.23, p<0.001). Workers with young children under 2 years old have more than twice the odds 
of workers living in adult-only households to be worst-off throughout the week (OR=2.14, 
p<0.001). There is no significant difference in the odds for other ages of children compared with 
the reference category, which underlines the bulk of time required for childcare activities during the 
early pre-school years of a child. As children grow older, time spent on 'active' childcare (i.e. 
reported as primary activity) reduces accordingly and gives way to more 'passive' forms of child 
rearing, which would normally be reported as secondary in the time diary and would therefore not 
affect the estimates of free time duration as strongly.
Models 3 and 4 adjust for a series of occupational characteristics: employment status, weekly 
earnings, unsocial work hours and working shifts. Controlling for unsocial hours and shift work in 
Model 4 brings a reduction to the odds ratio of non-white workers (OR=1.85, p<0.05, as opposed 
to OR=2.22, p<0.001 for Model 3), indicating the disadvantaged position of ethnic minority 
populations in the labour market in occupations with demanding and 'adverse' working time 
requirements. On the other hand, women have an even higher probability of being persistently 
'time poor', when family and occupational circumstances are accounted for (0R=2.11, p<0.001).
Being self-employed increases the risk of experiencing persistent time deprivation 
(OR=1.54, p<0.05). This result reflects the ongoing work responsibilities of this group, and is in 
accordance with previous findings concerning the time use of the self-employed (Hyytinen and 
Ruuskanen 2007). At the same time, while weekly earnings was not a significant predictor for
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weekend time poverty (Tables 6.12 and 6.13), high earners are more likely to be persistently time 
deprived. Shift work status is also an important predictor (OR=1.67, p<0.01), providing further 
evidence for the adverse outcomes that interrupted and scattered periods of paid work have for 
workers' free time. However, Model 4 shows that working unsocial hours is the strongest predictor 
of persistent time poverty. Odds ratios for this variable need to be interpreted with caution: 
working unsocial hours twice on both weekdays and weekend days effectively means that the 
person conducted paid work on both diary days, and in this sense the odds ratio of 7.23 (p<0.001) 
refers to a group of workers that not only worked on the two days but also did so during unsocial 
hours -  a very specific and adversely affected group. The magnitude of this effect can also be seen 
in the big increase that the inclusion of this variable (along with shift work status) causes to the 
pseudo-R square statistic (from 0.06. to 0.16). Taking into account the profile of workers who 
consistently work during unsocial hours (Table 6.4), these results suggest that intermediate and 
routine men workers are the most disadvantaged occupational group with regards to (chronometric) 
free time resources.
Overall, findings from section 6.6.3 underline the salience of both household and 
occupational circumstances for the configuration of different types of relative time deprivation and 
reveal their differential effects depending on gender and day of the week, providing additional 
justification for the separate examination of weekdays and weekend days undertaken in this thesis.
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Table 6.15: Logistic regressions predicting persistent time poverty; entire sample
(1) (2) (3) (4)
OR 95% a  OR 95% a OR 95% a OR 95% a
Age Group p=.7 p=.64 p=.62 p=.37
20-25 1 1 1 1
26-35 1.83* 1.09-3.08 1.17 0.67-2.03 1.19 0.68-2.08 0.75 0.42-1.32
36M5 1.83* 1.09-3.07 1.14 0.65-2.01 1.14 0.64-2.01 0.87 0.61-1.25
46-55 1.77* 1.05-3.00 1.28 0.71-2.03 1.24 0.69-2.23 0.95 0.63-1.42
56-60 1 0.46-2.16 0.79 0.35-1.77 0.75 0.33-1.70 0.52 0.25-1.06
Ethnicity *** *** *** *
White 1 1 1 1
Non-white 2.51*** 1.58-3.97 2.31*** 1.44-3.69 2.22*** 1.38-3.57 1.85* 1.12-3.05
Sex p=.5 ** ** ***
Male 1 1 1 1
Female 1.29 1.00-1.65 1.38** 1.07-1.78 1.54** 1.14-2.08 2.11*** 1.53-2.89
Marital Status *** *** **
Married/ Cohabiting 2.18*** 1.30-3.68 2.23*** 1.32-3.77 2.11*** 1.24-3.60
Single 1 1 1
Divorced/Widowed/S eparated 1.24 0.58-2.66 1.31 0.61-2.81 1.26 0.58-2.77
Age of Youngest Person in Hh d * * *
0-2 2.14*** 1.41-3.23 2.12*** 1.39-3.23 2.23*** 1.44-3.44
3-4 1.69 0.97-2.94 1.72 0.98-3.00 1.68 0.94-2.99
5-9 1.43 0.95-2.16 1.44 0.95-2.19 1.56 1.01-2.41
10-15 1.34 0.91-1.98 1.37 0.74-2.61 1.35 0.90-2.04
16-17 1.36 0.73-2.55 1.39 0.74-2.61 1.19 0.62-2.29
18 + 1 1 1
Work Status p=.19
Full-time 1 1
Part-time 0.88 0.59-1.93 0.97 0.40-1.47
Self-employed 1.35 0.93-1.97 1.54* 1.02-2.31
Weekly Earning (£) *
Less than 149 0.99 0.62-1.59 1.00 0.62-1.63
150-249 1.25 0.84-1.86 1.24 0.82-1.87
250-349 1 1
350-499 0.64 0.35-1.16 0.63 0.34-1.17
500 + 1.68** 1.03-2.74 2.01** 1.20-3.35
Missing 1.48 0.98-2.25 1.57* 1.02-2.43
Unsocial Hours ***
No 1
Once a week 1.87*** 1.35-2.59
Twice a week 7.23*** 5.09-10.25
Working Shifts **
Yes 1.67** 1.22-2.28
No 1
Nagelkerke R square 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.16
-2Log likelihood 1891.5 1852.6 1833.6 1676.2
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 38.9*** 19** 157.4***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance of difference from reference category) *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p< 0.001.
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6.6.5 Nature of free time of British workers/non-chronometric aspects of free time 
disadvantage
This section investigates the nature of workers' free time in an attempt to unravel the issue of free 
time experiences and expand the analysis in a more qualitative direction. The following three 
measures, previously explained in detail in section 6.4, are examined: 1) amount of pure free time, 
that is free time not accompanied by activities of a different nature (i.e. work or personal care) 2) 
amount of contaminated free time, which is free time during which domestic and/or childcare tasks 
are conducted at the same time (as secondary activities), and 3) fragmentation, which refers to the 
interruption of a free time episode by a household chore and/or childcare task (as primary activity). 
Table 6.16 focuses on the gender dimension of the nature of free time.
Table 6.16a concentrates on free time quality differences between men and women for 
weekday 'time-poor' and 'non time-poor' workers separately. It shows that significant differences in 
the quality of free time exist between men and women who are placed above the 60 per cent time 
poverty threshold (i.e. the 'non time-poor'). More precisely, women's time is significantly more 
contaminated than men's, as they spend almost half an hour more doing housework chores or 
minding children during their free time. Considering that 'time poor' women on weekdays were 
previously found to be mainly in full-time employment, this raises the possibility that the 'non 
time-poor' group comprises mostly women in part-time contracts with shortened working hours but 
increased domestic and motherhood responsibilities which in turn contaminate their free time.
On the other hand, no gender disadvantage in terms of free time contamination is found for 
the weekday 'time-poor', which is nevertheless somewhat expected given their very limited free 
time availability (less than 110 minutes, as defined by the weekday time poverty threshold). It is 
also important to note that fragmentation of free time is consistently higher for women than men in 
all time poverty groups, providing strong evidence that women's domestic roles and the less rigid 
boundaries of unpaid work (as opposed to paid work) have additional temporal effects, besides the 
substantial reduction of free time availability demonstrated in previous sections.
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Results for weekend days in Table 6.16b render support to arguments regarding the 
specificity of working mother's time experiences during non-traditional working days. A gender 
difference in pure free time availability is found for 'non time-poor' workers, but results for the 
indicator of contamination reveal that this difference is not due to a role spillover. Rather, it may be 
attributed to the higher duration of work and personal care activities of women during weekend 
days. On the other hand, 'time-poor' women appear to spend almost one third of their free time in 
'dual nature' activities on weekends (Ihr lOmin as opposed to 35min for men, p<0.001). This result 
should be interpreted with consideration of the profile of weekend 'time-poor' women, who were 
found to be more likely to be in part-time employment and have increased domestic 
responsibilities. Table 6.16b thus infers that women part-timers experience additional temporal 
constraints other than chronometric time poverty, while low-skilled men workers whose weekend 
time deprivation is mostly a result of their occupational responsibilities enjoy more intact fi-ee time.
Comparisons between women of different employment status provided further support 
regarding part-time women's multidimensional free time disadvantage: As shown in Figures 6.1 
and 6.2, part-time women experience more fragmented and more contaminated free time than full- 
timers, even during weekend days when full-time women catch up with domestic work and 
childcare. These results are particularly important, and demonstrate that reduced employment 
commitments do not necessarily imply a better command of free time resources. Rather, it is shown 
that women's specialization on domestic work may contribute to a further blurring for work and 
leisure boundaries, as previously postulated by a number of gender theorists (see Chapter 2).
ro 10
■  Full-time 
□  Part-time 
H Self-em ployed
W eekdays W eekend days
Figure 6.1: Free time contamination by women’s employment status
Source: U K 2000 Time Use Survey; Weights applied; B ars d isplay means.
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■ Full-time 
□  Part-time 
H Self-em ployed
W eekdays W eekend days
Figure 6.2: Free time fragmentation by women’s employment status
Source: UK 2000 Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Bars display means.
Gender differences in the three indicators become slightly more pronounced when restricting 
the comparison to married workers, while further analyses do not reveal any significant change in 
the gender gap according to the age/number of children (for example, see Appendix A, Figure A.l 
on fragmentation by age of the youngest person in the household). A number of statistical models 
on the socio-economic correlates of fragmentation and contamination showed that the only 
consistent predictor of non-chronometric aspects of free time disadvantage is the presence/age of 
children in the household, and that this effect is disproportionately stronger for women.
T a b le  6 .17 : O dds ratios o f social class; fully-adjusted logistic regression m odels 
predicting free tim e contam ination (i.e. one or m ore episodes o f  contam ination)
W eekdays W eekends
S ocia l Class Men W om en M en W omen
Managerial & Professional 1.41** 1.31 1.63** 1.30
Intermediate 0.76 1.01 -  1.01 0 .8 7 _
Manual & Routine 1 1 1 1
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance of difference from reference category ** p <  0.0 J.
2, Model adjustedfor age group, ethnicity, age of youngest person in the household 
marital status, hours spent at work.
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In order to examine whether social class differences in gender ideologies and/or in the 
domestic division of labour of working couples affect workers' nature of free time, I investigated 
class differences within and between gender. The gender gap remained significant between all 
social classes, and no class differences were found amongst women. Nevertheless, results provided 
some evidence of middle-class men's higher involvement with childcare^^ contaminating their free 
time, which suggests that a further modification in traditional gender roles will likely contribute to 
gender equity in free time resources. Table 6.17 shows the odds ratios for the influence of social 
class on men and women's risk of experiencing free time contamination by weekdays and weekend 
days^. However, these results should be regarded as preliminary as the outcome variable of free 
time contamination refers to the occurrence of at least one episode of free time contamination, 
which is not a very good indicator of free time disadvantage as it does not incorporate the duration 
of such contaminated episodes.^^
By throwing light on aspects of time deprivation other than mere duration, this section 
renders support to the claim that an examination of different aspects of time experiences may 
unravel additional systematic structural differences (Adam 1990; Bittman and Wajcman 2000; 
Bryson 2007; Sullivan 1997). In this analysis, gender differences relating to women's unpaid work 
responsibilities and their restrictive nature are underlined, especially during weekend days. Not 
only are working women more likely to be time deprived than working men, but they also have a 
higher probability of experiencing 'lower quality' free time, which may in turn affect the nature of 
their leisure pursuits, an issue fully explored in Chapter 7.
6.7 Summary and concluding remarks
Taking into account the omissions of previous research within the field of relative time poverty, 
this chapter made steps towards a theoretically informed measurement and identification approach. 
An effort was made to accurately profile the 'time poor' and examine how a range of occupational 
and family characteristics interact with each other and contribute to different forms of time 
deprivation. Statistically significant relationships between three types of time poverty and workers' 
socio-demographic characteristics were identified using additive logistic regression models. 
Although the technique does not formally test causality or effect in the relationship of independent 
and dependent variables, the specific nature of the modelled outcome gives confidence about the
33 For more information, the reader is referred to Appendix A, Table A.6.
34 Full models are available upon request.
35 The specification o f OLS regression models was considered but the large number o f zeroes o f contaminated free time 
rendered the task o f specification particularly problematic.
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direction of relationships. An examination of three distinct measures relating to the nature and 
'quality' of free time complemented results and provided an in-depth picture of the phenomenon 
understudy.
Results indicate that there is a strong patterning in free time availability according to an 
individual's social context, particularly family and occupational circumstances, and that the profile 
of 'time poor' workers varies substantially between weekdays and weekend days. In terms of 
occupational circumstances, logistic models demonstrate that workers following high-level 
occupational careers (i.e. men high earners and women in professional/managerial occupations) as 
well as those working shifts and unsocial hours are all likely to be time deprived on weekdays. 
Nevertheless, the situation is different for weekends, when those following full-time professional 
careers are likely to compensate for their rushed busy weeks and enjoy a better command of free 
time resources than those in routine/manual and intermediate occupations. This is due to the fact 
that workers in lower occupational positions are more likely to be shift workers and/or work at 
non-standard times and on weekends as part of their contract (Barnes and Bryson 2004), while 
managerial and professional occupations are less likely to do so, as a result of an increased time 
autonomy. These 'adverse' working time arrangements result in clear-cut class differences in free 
time resources on weekends. Intermediate and routine workers in 'fragmented' employment 
relationships are also the most likely to be persistently time deprived. High earners and the self- 
employed, which are also characterized by particularly long hours, also present high odds of 
persistent time poverty risk, but effects for these categories are less pronounced.
Overall, the analysis did not find a significant association between free time availability and 
social status and occupational prestige (measured by the CAMSIS scale), contrary to claims of 
'busyness' becoming 'the new badge of honour' for the higher occupational classes (Gershuny 
2005a). Rather, findings indicate that, overall, it is an occupation's characteristics, and role in the 
processes of production that influence free time availability according to the day of the week, and 
that a consistent relationship between social class (measured by the NS-SEC scheme) and free time 
can only be discerned for men during weekend days. By unravelling the existence of this labour 
market disadvantage that would have otherwise been missed in an analysis of over-the-week 
synthetic free time estimates, this analysis demonstrates that treating weekdays and weekends 
separately is an important step for a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon of time 
poverty.
Previous time-use research has found no evidence for the second shift (Hochschild and 
Machung 1989) at an aggregate level and has demonstrated that working men and women in the 
UK have almost equal amounts of free time available across a typical week (Gershuny 2003). My
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research has concentrated on the distribution of free time and on those workers that have 
substantially less free time than the average (defined as 'time poor'), which reveals a very different 
picture: this analysis underlines the presence of more persistent free time constraints for women 
rather than men. Parenthood and domestic roles have a greater effect on women who are found to 
be at a much higher risk of being positioned at the bottom of the free time distribution on both 
weekends and weekdays. Furthermore, women's disadvantaged position is worsened by the quality 
of their free time, which is lower than men's due to their ongoing domestic and parental roles. 
Quality of free time is gendered and not found to be significantly associated with any other 
explanatory variable, providing strong support to feminist claims regarding the specificity of 
women's free time (Bryson 2007). Overall, this analysis indicates that it is women more than any 
other social group that are more likely to experience multiple and more severe free time constraints 
in the UK, providing additional support to previous US research concerning the emerging gender 
inequality in free time (Mattingly and Blanchi 2003; Sayer 2005), and further evidence that time 
poverty measures based only on mean duration obscure other consistent gender differences in free 
time resources. It should also be noted that analyses presented in this chapter exclude mothers of 
pre-school children that are not economically active, who may also suffer from relative time 
poverty due to increased childcare and domestic responsibilities.
Time poverty was measured separately for weekdays and weekend days for reasons of 
theoretical interest: On the one hand, an attempt was made to understand the different interactions 
between workers' occupational and family characteristics and their influence on free time on 
different days of the week. On the other hand, an assumption was made at the outset of the study 
concerning the greater importance of free time availability during weekend days, given the 
increased opportunities it provides for leisure and social participation. This issue is examined in the 
next chapter of this thesis, which analyses the severity of different types of time poverty and the 
significance of free time compensation with regards to leisure participation.
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7. TIME POVERTY AND 'ACTIVE' LEISURE 
PARTICIPATION
7.1 Introduction
With the concept of social participation at the core of well-being and welfare accounts (Sen 1993), 
free time can be naturally understood as an important non-monetary resource that should be 
consequently included in composite indices of deprivation as an indicator of individuals' capability 
for social interaction and leisure engagement. Indeed, time use researchers have recently become 
more interested in the distribution of free time and have attempted to study and measure time 
deprivation in a unidimensional perspective by employing the analytical methods typically applied 
to income-based measures of well-being (Bardasi and Wodon 2006, 2010; Bittman 1998; Burchardt 
2008; Merz and Rathjen 2009; Lawson 2008). However, existing research in the measurement of 
time poverty has largely confined itself to the descriptive study of its socio-economic correlates, 
and no attempts to shed light on the consequences of being 'time poor' for individual and/or family 
well-being have been made. Instead, a common tendency to automatically link time poverty with 
negative outcomes can be identified in previous research, as well as an assumption that a positive 
correlation between the amount of free time available and individual well-being exists, without 
adequate empirical evidence from the wider time use research literature. Overall, no evidence 
regarding the predictive validity of the proposed time poverty indicators has been provided and the 
interactions of time deprivation with other sources of socio-economic disadvantage remain largely 
unmapped, which constitutes an impediment for the subsequent inclusion of free time measures in 
multidimensional indices of deprivation. At the same time, sociology's knowledge of the relative 
contribution of time poverty for the configuration of different individual and family well-being 
outcomes remains very limited.
Leisure participation constitutes one of the areas that have received surprisingly little 
attention in the wider empirical literature on time poverty (Sullivan 2008), despite its importance 
for the creation of social, cultural and human capital and overall quality of life, and the recent 
policy interest in social inclusion and citizens' full and 'active' participation in society. The few 
attempts to examine the relationship of different forms of temporal constraints stemming from paid 
and unpaid work with out-of-home 'active' leisure participation have relied on data from 'stylized' 
questions of conventional social surveys (Roberts 2002), while time diaries have been mostly
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analysed to examine issues of 'voraciousness' and 'omnivorousness' in order to highlight the 
changing pace and nature of engagement with leisure patterns in a 'busy' modem society (Sullivan 
2008). As a result, theoretical suggestions regarding the detrimental effects of time deprivation for 
leisure participation, social and political life (Bryson 2007; Hochschild 1997; Scheuerman 2005) 
remain largely untested. Given the mounting evidence for the existence of a robust relationship 
between out-of-home leisure pursuits and overall individual well-being and life-satisfaction (Aaker 
et al. 2011; Agahi and Parker 2008; Caldwell 2005; Coleman and Iso-Ahola 1993; 
Csikszentmihalyi and Hunter 2003; Delle Pave 2007; Iso-Ahola 1994; Iwasaki et al. 2001; Riddick 
1986; Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi 2000; Sneegas 1986; Tardon et al. 2005), it is an important 
task for sociology to understand the extent to which different forms of time deprivation influence 
individuals' leisure pursuits over and above other socio-economic constraints.
7.2 Aims and structure of the chapter
Following the construction of a range of conceptually-grounded measures of time deprivation in 
Chapter 6, the aim of this chapter is to achieve an improved understanding of the relationship of 
temporal constraints with leisure participation. More specifically, taking into account the various 
benefits of out-of-home leisure pursuits, emphasis is placed on the occurrence of an exclusively 
'passive' indoor leisure lifestyle and the following 2 research questions are addressed:
1. Is relative time poverty (measured as duration) a predictor o f  an exclusively 'passive' use o f  free 
time, after taking into account variations in socio-economic and family circumstances o f  British 
workers?
2. Wltich types offi'ee time disadvantage are the stronger predictors o f  weekly non-participation in 
'active' out-of-home leisure pursuits?
By making use of time diary data that allow an explicit and detailed investigation of the 
associations of temporal constraints with leisure participation, the present chapter aims to generate 
novel insights in the field of the sociology of leisure. By combining two different strands of 
research on the sociology of leisure and time poverty, the analysis assesses the relative influence of 
time poverty on out-of-home leisure participation, and its interactions with a wide range of socio­
demographic characteristics and other sources of socio-economic disadvantage. Additionally, the 
current analysis makes a methodological contribution to the measurement of time poverty, as it
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provides a test of the validity of the previously constructed time deprivation indicators.
The following section provides a discussion around the operationalization of the outcome 
variable of interest and presents the independent variables utilized in the analysis, along with 
information on the measurement of predictors not previously introduced in Chapter 6. A 
methodological discussion of the accuracy of leisure participation rates from the UKTUS diary 
follows, before the presentation of results. Descriptive information and bivariate associations are 
then discussed first, followed by the multivariate logistic models predicting lack of participation in 
'active' leisure pursuits during a typical working week. ----------  — --------------------
7.3 Variables and measures
7.3.1 Dependent variable: non-participation in ’active’ leisure pursuits (or, an 
exclusively ’passive’ leisure lifestyle)
Chapter 1 has provided conceptual discussions as well as empirical evidence regarding the 
importance of leisure for individual and societal well-being, and particularly highlighted the role of 
'active' out-of-home leisure for all-round improvements in quality of life and for the creation of 
cultural and social capital. On the other hand, 'passive' indoor leisure, mainly consisting of mass 
media consumption and particularly television viewing, is seldom named as a pleasurable leisure 
activity in social surveys (Robinson and Godbey 1999) and rarely appears to be a priority (Roberts 
2002, 176). Rather, it has been argued that 'passive' indoor leisure operates as a 'time buffer', being 
something that people often occupy themselves with when they do not have the option to engage in 
a more pleasurable activity (Roberts 2002, 176).
This chapter examines participation in active leisure pursuits amongst British working 
people and investigates the extent to which temporal constraints stemming from work and family 
roles contribute to lack of engagement with out-of-home leisure activities during a regular working 
week. The operationalization of the outcome of interest is made as such: Six different categories of 
out-of-home leisure pursuits that take place during one's free time are identified as 'active'; 
Consequently, not participating in any o f those activities during the surveyed week is interpreted as 
an indicator of a 'passive' lifestyle and is the modelled outcome of the analysis
36 Predictive validity was previously discussed in Chapter 4. The concept refers to the extent to which an indicator 
correctly predicts or coincides with some situations that would be caused by the phenomenon being measured by it 
(Armstrong and Francis 2003, 23).
37 The distinction between 'passive' and 'active' leisure is conventionally employed by the majority o f time use
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The 6 identified 'active' leisure pursuits and their contents are shown in Table 7.1. Arts, 
entertainment, recreational study, voluntary work, hobbies in nature and physical exercise are 
activities that can only take place out of the home^* and thus require advanced planning, 
coordination, and a more substantial time expenditure than indoor activities that can easily fit into 
otherwise 'empty' shorter time slots, thus presenting low or non-existent 'entry barriers' (Frey et al. 
2007, 287).
The strength of the 6-item 'active' leisure index is that it takes account of the entire range of 
out-of-home leisure activities and is thus not restrictive of cultural taste like indices of 
conventional social surveys that usually cover only highbrow leisure pursuits relevant to specific 
social groups only. Rather, the index corresponds to a broad definition of cultural and leisure 
participation and in this respect non-participation in any of these activities during a regular working 
week can be taken as a genuine symptom of an exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle (and a risk of 
social detachment, if the lifestyle is sustained for a longer period of time).
Table 7.1 also shows the leisure activities that are conceptualized as 'passive', which include 
mass media consumption {television, reading, radio), resting, computer/internet use as well as 
home-based 'low intensity' games such as playing cards. Although it is the overall lack of 
participation in 'active' leisure that is of interest and serves to identify a 'passive' leisure lifestyle, 
descriptive results for the aforementioned 'passive' leisure activities are also presented in order to 
provide a comprehensive account of the leisure patterns of the British working population during a 
typical working week.
Overall, an effort was made to demarcate the boundaries of leisure categories in a 
conceptually clear manner. An implication of this is that not all free time activity categories of the 
UKTUS are included in the 'passive'/'active' dichotomy presented in Table 7.1. Religion, help to 
other households and social contacts (contents of each of those activities were previously presented
researchers and sociologists o f leisure. It should be kept in mind that in this analysis 'active' leisure is synonymous with 
out-of-home leisure, and 'passive' leisure is synonymous with indoor leisure. However, it is acknowledged that this 
dichotomy can be regarded as value-laden, while it may be argued that certain forms o f indoor leisure have positive well­
being outcomes and require relatively high levels of individual cognitive involvement (i.e. reading). This is beyond the 
scope of this research; future social research should provide improved leisure typologies, and also examine the impact o f  
temporal constraints on different forms of indoor leisure.
38 This was further confirmed by the examination o f contextual information on activity location in the UKTUS diaiy.
39 The reader is referred to Clarke (1956) who first showed that the socio-economic background o f participants in out- 
of-home leisure activities varies greatly according to the nature o f the activity examined. For example, fishing, visiting a 
zoo/park, attending a football game and playing sports are some o f the leisure activities that are primarily exercised by 
individuals o f lower occupational prestige.
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in Chapter 5, Table 5.3) are free time activities that are excluded from this analysis, each one for 
different reasons: First, religion constitutes a distinctive type of activity and its inclusion in the 
'active' leisure index could not be justified on conceptual grounds. While help to other households 
is classified as voluntary work in time-use activity classifications (see Chapter 5, Table 5.3), this 
activity is qualitatively different from other forms of voluntary work (see Table 7.1) and, more 
importantly, likely to take place as a result of necessity and constraint (i.e. as informal help to 
relatives, friends etc.). Finally, although social interaction is an important ingredient and 
consequence of leisure (Auld and Case 1997), including the category of social contacts in the index 
would create both conceptual and methodological problems. An 'active' leisure index including 
social network activities such as going to the pub or visiting and receiving friends would become 
conceptually vague as it would no longer refer to formal leisure activities with a specific content 
and purpose involving a higher level of engagement than simple socializing. In addition, social 
interaction also occurs in the workplace and in other settings, and a rigorous identification of an 
overall absence of social activities during the working week is particularly difficult to achieve -  if 
not impossible -  with time diary data. Finally, some of UKTUS activity codes concerning social 
contacts do not provide adequate information regarding location (i.e. 'visiting and/or receiving 
friends'). It was therefore difficult to calculate the proportion of actual out-of-home socializing, 
which may be expected to be differentially affected by temporal constraints that home socializing. 
Notwithstanding these shortcomings, the lack of participation from purely social activities and 
from both social and leisure activities is briefly examined at the end of this chapter in an attempt to 
provide further information concerning the predictive validity/importance of the proposed time 
poverty measures.
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7.3.2 Independent variables
Based on theoretical formulations and previous findings on the determinants o f ’active' and 'passive' 
leisure pursuits, the analysis examines the influence of a range of socio-economic variables on non­
participation in 'active' leisure alongside a number of variables measuring individuals' relative 
command of free time resources. This section presents all the variables that were examined in 
bivariate analyses, providing more detailed information on the measurement of variables that were 
not previously introduced in Chapter 6“^°. Alongside the presentation of each co-variate, the 
rationale behind its inclusion in the analysis and/or the expected direction of relationship with the 
outcome variable of interest is briefly discussed.
(a) Demographic characteristics
Gender, ethnicity and age are controlled for in the analysis. Persistent gender inequalities, a sharp 
negative life stage-effect and, to a lesser extent, ethnic differences in out-of-home and 'active' 
leisure involvement have been empirically highlighted for a large number o f countries (Gershuny 
2003). As demonstrated in Chapter 6, time poverty is indeed endemic for women, workers between 
the age of 30 and 45 years old, and non-white workers. If a clear-cut association between time 
poverty and lack of participation in 'active' leisure exists, these groups may be expected to engage 
in 'active' leisure less than others, after controlling for other sources of socio-economic 
disadvantage.
(b) Socio-economic circumstances
The influence of socio-economic circumstances on physical activity, cultural participation, as well 
as other forms of out-of-home leisure and more cognitively demanding activities has been the topic 
of both theoretical and empirical literature, and appears to remain relatively strong over time and 
across Western countries (Bourdieu 1977, 1984; Cerin and Leslie 2008; Dawson 1988; Havighurst 
and Feigenbaum 1959; Ostrower 1998; Riesman, Gitlin, Glazer, and Denney 1965; Ross 1980). To 
fully explore the association of socio-economic circumstances with non-participation in 'active' 
leisure pursuits during a typical working week the analysis uses 3 distinct variables: social class, 
weekly earnings and level of education of the respondent.
The two former variables were already employed in the time poverty analysis in Chapter 6: 
The NS-SEC scale of social class provides a proxy measure of economic and material resources,
40 Appendix B, Table B .l provides additional information on the variables that are employed in this chapter for the first 
time.
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and of the individuals' position in the wider occupational spectrum, while weekly earnings 
constitutes a direct measure of a worker's economic capital and financial ability. However, a large 
body of quantitative and qualitative research has previously demonstrated that earning money is 
not the same as controlling income, and that earnings of spouses are often unequally divided in the 
household, particularly when it comes to women's discretionary spending for leisure pursuits 
(Kenney 2006). As a result, and after taking into account the high proportion of married lower- 
earning women in part-time employment in the sample and the relatively high number of missing 
earnings data (see Chapter 6, Table 6.1), it was decided to examine the association of non­
participation with income only bivariately and to solely include social class in the multivariate 
analyses of non-participation.
Highest educational qualification is included in the analysis as a summary measure of human 
capital that may categorize people's skills (Becker 1975) and represent cognitive and intellectual 
competence (Katz-Gerro and Sullivan 2010, 210) which may be expected to correlate with some of 
the 'active' leisure index pursuits, such as recreational study and participation in the arts. Education 
has been previously found to be significantly associated with out-of-home leisure in secondary 
analyses of both time use and conventional social surveys (i.e. Gershuny 2003; Ragheb 1980), 
exerting a distinct influence from that of social class on leisure behaviour (Sullivan 2008). For this 
reason, the influence of social class and education on non-participation are simultaneously 
examined in the following analysis.
Information on educational attainment was obtained during the individual interview of the 
UKTUS with the question 'what is the highest qualification you have gained?'. Responses were 
grouped into 10 categories, which are collapsed into the following 6 ordered groups for this 
analysis in order to obtain adequate numbers and preserve meaningful distinctions:
1. Degree level qualification and above.
2. Higher education below degree level (e.g. HNC, nursing qualifications) and A-levels, vocational 
level 3 and equivalent (AS level, NVQ3).
3. O levels, GCS grade A-C, vocational level 2 and equivalent.
4. GCSE below grade C, CSE, vocational level 1 and equivalent, qualification below GCSE/O 
level (e.g. trade apprenticeships), GSCE qualifications with unknown grade and City and Guilds 
qualifications with unknown grade.
5. Other qualifications (including professional, foreign and vocational) and other unspecified 
qualifications'^^
6. No qualifications.
41 Admittedly, this category constitutes a weakness of the educational level variable due to its heterogeneity.
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(c) Access to transport and living in London
Information on respondents' access to a car/van was obtained during the individual interview and is 
analysed as a proxy for leisure access. It is hypothesized that having access to a car/van will 
increase a workers' probability of engaging in 'active' leisure pursuits. Conversely, having to rely on 
public transport or friends and relatives for transportation may constitute an additional barrier for a 
worker's out-of-home leisure involvement, and lead to a more 'passive' indoor lifestyle. The 
variable is a binary (access/no access).
Information on respondents' geographical area of residence is also included in the UKTUS 
dataset. Small numbers for a few of the geographical areas necessitated a re-categorization of the 
initial 8-category variable and the final variable utilized is a binary, i.e. living in London or not. It 
is difficult to hypothesize a specific association with 'active' leisure: On the one hand, living in a 
capital city provides increased outdoor leisure opportunities, especially in entertainment and the 
arts, while on the other hand, long distances may also provoke isolation and an overall 'passive' use 
of free time. Similarly, living in a smaller city or in a rural area may encourage an outdoor 'active' 
lifestyle as well, given that hobbies at nature and physical exercise may be more easily accessible.
(d) Family roles and circumstances
Gender roles and expectations are often put forward as a likely explanation for the persistent 
finding of women's lower participation in 'active' out-of-home leisure pursuits (Bryson 2007; 
Henderson and Bialeschki 1991; Hochschild and Machung 1989; Shaw 1999). In an effort to 
capture the potential impacts of the 'second shift' and the 'care ethic', the analysis examines the 
associations of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits with marital status, the presence and age 
of children in the household, and household size. However, the inclusion of a range of indicators of 
the quality and nature of free time resources that are presented in the following section is also 
expected to capture the indirect effect of a gender role spillover on women's use of free time.
(e) Time deprivation and free time constraints
The main purpose of this analysis is to examine whether different types of free time disadvantage 
have an additional impact on 'active' leisure participation, over and above other family and 
occupational influences. A range of time-related variables, derived to measure individuals' relative 
position in terms of free time resources are therefore utilized in this analysis. The first two 
variables refer to working time arrangements, while all other variables rely on this thesis' proposed
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measures of free time disadvantage.
L Unsocial Working Hours: Undertaking work at unsocial hours may be expected to have a 
negative effect on individuals' engagement with active leisure pursuits, given the resulting problem 
of co-ordination with others and that of the fixed timing of the majority of out-of-home leisure 
opportunities, such as going to the theatre (under entertainment in the index) or attending a 
lecture/talk (under recreational study in the index). Given that non-participation is modelled as an 
across-the-week outcome, the variable of unsocial working hours also covers the 2 surveyed days 
and consists of 3 categories: 1) Never 2) Once a week 3) Twice a week.
2. Shift work: The association of shift work with leisure participation is also examined, in an 
attempt to explore a potential long-term contribution of interrupted working patterns to a 
predominantly 'passive' indoor lifestyle. The variable employed is the same as in Chapter 6, derived 
from information gathered during the individual UKTUS interview.
3. Time Poverty Status: A central variable for the analysis is that of time poverty status, based on 
workers' relative position in the distribution of free time on weekdays and weekend days. The 
variable, which constituted the main topic of Chapter 6, consists of 4 categories: 1) Not time poor, 
2) Time poor on weekdays only 3) Time poor on weekends only 4) Persistently time poor (i.e. on 
both weekdays and weekend days). Measuring time poverty in this way was based on the 
hypothesis that the consequences of having significantly less time than average might be different 
according to the day of the working week and the opportunities each day presents for leisure 
participation and co-ordination with significant others' schedules. The following analysis assesses 
this idea. It should be emphasized that the socio-economic characteristics of the 'time poor on 
weekdays only' and 'time poor on weekends only' are almost identical to the categories of 'weekday 
time poor' and 'weekend time poor' studied in Chapter 6, which also contained those in the 
persistent time poverty category.
4. Total Number o f  Free Time Episodes: In time use research, the definition of an episode is that 
of a time interval during which all dimensions of the diary (primary and secondary activity, 
location of and co-presence of others during the activity) remain constant (Rydenstam and 
Wadeskog 1998). As previously discussed in Chapter 4, the total number of an individual's leisure 
episodes, often referred to as 'voraciousness', has constituted a topic of research in its own right and 
has been found to positively correlate with educational attainment and social position (Sullivan 
2008). In this analysis the focus is on its interaction with time availability and its association with 
'active' leisure involvement. The variable refers to the mean number of free time episodes of a 
worker over the 2 surveyed days.
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5. Percentage of Contaminated Free Time Episodes: The conceptual justification for examining 
the contamination of free time by household and childcare chores has been discussed in previous 
chapters. It is hypothesized that the higher the proportion of free time episodes affected by a 
spillover of unpaid work, the higher the probability of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits, 
given that a contaminated free time episode can take place only in the household and signifies a 
specific kind of time that is not entirely free of all constraints. The variable refers to the ratio of the 
mean number of all contaminated 'free time' episodes over the 2 diary days, to the mean number of 
total free time episodes over the 2 diary days'* .^ Because the proportion of workers' reporting more 
than half of their free time episodes to be contaminated by household chores and childcare 
activities was relatively small, the variable is grouped into the following three categories: 1) 0/no 
contaminated free time episodes 2) 1-25 per cent of free time episodes are contaminated 3) 26 per 
cent or more of free time episodes are contaminated.
6. Percentage o f Free Time Episodes Spent with Children: Free time in the presence of children 
has been previously conceptualized as a barrier to what may be termed 'adult leisure time' (Bittman 
and Wajcman 2000). As many of the activities included in the 'active' leisure index cannot be easily 
conducted in the presence of children, a variable expressing the percentage of the number of free 
time episodes spent with children over the 2 diary days is included in this analysis. It should be 
noted that this variable refers to children of all ages, from 0 to 15 years old, and does not 
necessarily refer to the diarists' own children. The variable is presented in a categorical form with 
the following categories: 1) 0/no free time episode spent with children 2) 1-50 per cent of free 
time episodes spent with children 3) more than 50 per cent of free time episodes spent with 
children.
7. Fragmentation of Free Time Episodes: The percentage of free time episodes that are 
fragmented by unpaid household chores is the last 'gender-sensitive' measure of free time quality 
examined in the analysis. This variable refers to the ratio of the mean number of all fragmented 
'free time' episodes over the 2 diary days to the mean number of the total free time episodes over 
the 2 diary days, and consists of 4 categories: 1) no fragmentation 2) less than 25 per cent of free 
time episodes are fragmented 3) 26-50 per cent of free time episodes are fragmented, and 4) more 
than 50 per cent of free time episodes are fragmented. It is expected that the higher the percentage 
of fragmentation, the higher the probability of non-participation. It should be noted that the
42 A woman that has 1 contaminated free time episode on the weekday and 3 contaminated free time episodes during the 
weekend has a daily average of 2 contaminated free time episodes. If she has 2 episodes o f free time on the weekday and 
6 episodes o f free time on the weekend she has a daily average o f 4 free time episodes. The percentage o f her 
contaminated free time is thus 50 percent, given by the ratio 2/4.
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influence of all free time quality measures on 'active' leisure participation was first examined 
separately for weekends and weekdays. However, results were identical for over-the-week 
variables which are presented in this Chapter for the sake of presentational simplicity.
7.4 A methodological note: how accurate are the UKTUS diary estimates 
of non-participation in ’active’ leisure pursuits?
Before proceeding to the presentation of results, this section returns to the dependent variables of 
this study and briefly discusses the accuracy of the UKTUS diary estimates of leisure participation. 
As discussed in Chapter 3, time use surveys constitute a rigorous methodology that can provide an 
accurate account of activity patterns, by facilitating individuals' calculations of the time they spent 
in each activity during the surveyed days. However, time diaries inevitably yield information on a 
very small segment of an individuals' life (Gershuny 2003), which may prove problematic for 
individual-level analyses that focus on activities that do not necessarily take place every day and 
are thus likely to have been missed in a respondents' time diary. Gershuny provides an illustrative 
example of this issue:
"We may all spend an hour doing the weekly wash on one particular day in the week, but since, in 
a single-day survey, sampling is randomly distributed across the week, the results looks as i f  six- 
sevenths o f  us devote no time whatsoever to washing clothes" (Gershuny 2003, 143).
While this issue of intra-personal variation does not threaten the accuracy of aggregate activity 
estimates on account of random sampling procedures followed in time-use surveys, it is likely to be 
more salient in individual-level analyses of leisure pursuits. Many of the activities that are included 
in the 'active' leisure index, such as participation in the arts, have a relatively low probability of 
taking place daily and may therefore be missing from certain respondents' diaries. Sampling 
respondents' weekend days partly compensates for this problem, given that leisure patterns are 
often structured in terms of socially relevant cycles (Zerubavel 1985a), which means that leisure 
participation is possibly more likely to occur during the weekend for the majority of workers. 
Although it can be claimed that random selection of participants and days of the week assures the 
absence of bias in individual-level leisure estimates to a certain extent, it is still important to check 
whether the profile of non-participants obtained from the UKTUS diary data is robust in the longer- 
term, in order to assess whether non-participation in outdoor leisure in respondents' time diaries 
reflects a 'real' and consistent behaviour and is not a result of survey design.
A series of questions on respondents' monthly leisure participation during the UKTUS 
individual interview allowed a comparison of the weekly (from the time diary) and monthly (from 
the individual questionnaire) non-participation rates for 5 out of 6 activities within the index. Table
7.2 presents detailed information on the leisure items covered in the UKTUS individual 
questionnaire, while Table 7.3 displays the results of the comparison. Because some respondents 
did not complete all parts of the individual interview, comparisons are made for smaller sample 
sizes for certain activities.
As seen in Table 7.3, all of the respondents (100 per cent) who did not report voluntary 
activities in their two time diaries did not conduct any voluntary work throughout the last month 
either, according to the individual questionnaire data. The same holds for non-participants in 
activities/hobbies that take place in the countryside (measured with the 'other outdoor trips for 
leisure' item), while almost 80 per cent of diary non-participants in recreational study did not 
engage with the activity during the last month. Entertainment is more variable, with 50 per cent of 
weekly (diary) non-participants engaging in at least one organized entertainment activity on a 
monthly basis.
Finally, physical exercise appears to be the most variable of all the activities examined, with 
only 25 per cent of diary non-participants remaining so during the previous month. However, 
previous research has highlighted a social desirability effect that leads to over-reporting of physical 
exercise in conventional social surveys (Michelson 2005; Warnecke et al. 1997) and in this respect 
the extent to which this estimate from the personal questionnaire reflects an actual behaviour 
remains contestable. This issue was previously discussed in section 3.2 that discussed the 
limitations and weaknesses of interviewer-administered social survey questions on time allocation. 
Overall, the weekly and monthly proportions of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits display 
considerable similarity, taking into account that some discrepancy may arise because of differences 
between the two data collection instruments. Table 7.3 demonstrates that for the majority of the 5 
examined 'active' leisure activities weekly (diary) non-participation is likely to continue in the 
longer term, providing additional confidence in the robustness of the results and the accuracy of the 
socio-economic profiling of non-participants in 'active' leisure undertaken in this chapter.
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Table 7.3: Comparison of monthly (interview) and weekly (diary) non-participation in 
’active’ leisure
Activity Sample
(n)
% of Diary non-participants that 
remain non-participants over the month
Chi-Square
p-value
Recreational Study 3,336 78
Voluntary Work 3,682 100 ***
Hobbies in Nature 3,336 100 ***
Entertainment 3,336 50 *
Physical Exercise 3,336 25 ***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  chi-square test: * p <  0.01, ***p  < 0.001.
Chapter 3 also discussed that time diaries usually contain a question that asks diarists 
whether the surveyed days represents 'typical' (or 'unusual') days. It has been suggested that, the 
more 'typical' the day the more likely it is to represent respondents' regular engagement with their 
recorded activities (Chang and Krosnick 2003). In this sample, 91 per cent of diarists (n=3,528) 
provided an answer to this question, and 91 per cent of those identified their recorded weekdays as 
not being 'unusual' in any way. The percentage of 'usual' diaries dropped slightly on weekends (at 
84 per cent). Restricting the analysis to 'usual' diaries gave very similar results regarding non­
participation rates in 'active' leisure and its socio-economic predictors to the ones for the entire 
sample, which constitutes an additional confirmation of the regularity of recorded leisure 
behaviour in the UKTUS diaries.
7.5 Results
7.5.1 ’Active' and 'passive' leisure participation rates of British workers during a 
typical working week
The section provides descriptive information on the leisure participation rates of British workers. 
Table 7.4 displays the participation rates in different 'active' and 'passive' leisure activities and the 
mean time spent on them only by those who undertook each activity.
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As seen in Table 7.4, 'passive' leisure activities constitute the dominant type of leisure for the 
majority of British workers during both weekdays and weekends. A striking 97.7 per cent of 
workers report watching television on weekdays, which is reduced by more than 10 per cent on 
weekends (85.6 per cent). Reading is also exercised regularly by a substantial one third of the 
population (32.2. and 30.8 per cent on weekdays and weekend days respectively), which can be 
partly attributed to the fact that this is one of the few 'time-filler' activities that can take place 
during any otherwise 'empty' block of time and regardless of location, for example when 
commuting by bus or train. The prevalence of 'passive' leisure activities other than television 
viewing remains fairly stable throughout the week, with the exception of resting and time-out 
periods, that are reported from a slightly higher percentage of people during weekends, also lasting 
for a longer period of time (48 minutes on weekdays as opposed to 1 hour and 3 minutes on 
weekend days). This observed pattern may be considered indicative of the need for rest and 
recuperation at weekends after a possibly stressful 'busy' week for more than a quarter of the 
working population (29.3 per cent).
Table 7.4: 'Active’ and 'passive' leisure: participation rates and average daily time for 
participants only
W eekdays W eekends
(a) P assive % n D uration % n D uration
Television 97.7 3,605 2 hrs 5 min 8 5 ^ 3,517 1 hr 47 min
Reading 3Z 2 1,192 40 min 30.8 1,136 1 hr 3 min
Resting/Time Out 2 5 J 936 48 min 2&3 1,084 Ihr 3 min
U se o f  computers 8.5 315 1 hr 8 min 9.6 356 1 hr 26 min
Radio 9.0 334 36 min 10.4 386 49 min
Games 6.1 225 1 hr 10 min 9.4 345 1 hr 31 min
(b) A c tive
Arts 1.5 57 1 hr 14 min 2.2 83 1 hr 23 min
Entertainment 2.1 78 1 hr 59 min 10.0 370 2 hrs 17 min
Hobbies in Nature - 2 4 hrs 40 min - 17 5 hrs 22 min
Physical Exercise 10.0 369 1 hr 19 min 11.8 438 2 hrs 1 min
Voluntary Woik 2.4 88 1 hr 35 min 2.0 73 2 hrs 16 min
Recreational Study 1.7 66 1 hr 39 min 1.5 58 1 hr 34 min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights a p p lie d . 
1. P rim ary activities only.
Participation rates in 'active' leisure pursuits are very low on both days of the week (Table 
7.4b). The activity with the highest participation rates on weekdays is physical exercise (10 per 
cent). An almost negligible increase in the activity occurs on weekends (11.8 per cent). The sole 
activity for which participation rates increase significantly during the weekend is entertainment 
(from 2.1 to 10 per cent), which can be partly explained by the fact that this activity category is the
137
most diverse one in the index, including a wide range of activities that can apply to different 
individual tastes and socio-economic backgrounds. Table 7.4b also shows that engagement with 
most of the 'active' leisure pursuits lasts longer on weekends, a result of the higher average free 
time availability of workers at the end of the working week (Chapter 6). Overall, during a 
representative working week, 'active' leisure pursuits are exercised by a minority of workers, 
whereas 'passive' indoor leisure activities constitute the dominant type of leisure for the vast 
majority of the sample.
Table 7.5a examines gender differences in 'active' leisure participation rates for weekdays 
and weekend days. In line with previous leisure research, women appear to be less likely to 
participate in the majority of 'active' outdoor leisure pursuits of the index, with the exception of 
voluntary work and recreational study. Having already shown that women are more likely to be 
time-deprived on both days of the week and also experience less 'quality' time than men Chapter 6), 
the question that arises is the extent to which this observed gender discrepancy in 'active' leisure 
participation can be explained by differences in free time resources between men and women. This 
question is fully addressed in sections 7.4.2 and 7.4.3 that explore the predictors of non­
participation.
Table 7.5b shows the proportions of British workers that do not participate in any 'active' 
leisure pursuit by gender and day of the week. The majority of workers do not engage in any 
'active' leisure activity on a weekday, and a slight gender difference is also found (79.9 and 82.9 per 
cent for men and women respectively). Fewer workers lead an 'exclusively' passive lifestyle on 
weekend days than on weekdays: there is an 8 per cent decrease for men (from 79.9 to 71.5 per 
cent) and a 4 per cent decrease for women (from 82.9 to 79 per cent). There is a substantial 
increase in the proportion of men that engage in one 'active' leisure pursuit during the weekend, 
from 18.6 per cent on weekdays to 24.8 per cent on weekend days; the increase is smaller for 
women. Similarly, the percentage of'very active' women (i.e. engaging in 2 or more 'active' leisure 
pursuits) remains unchanged on weekends (2 per cent), while it increases substantially for men 
(from 1.5 to 3.7 per cent).
Figure 7.1 displays the percentages of non-participants over the 2 days, and of people that 
engage in at least one 'active' leisure pursuit on either day, and of those that do so on both days. A 
very substantial proportion of the female working population (66.2 per cent) do not engage in any 
'active' leisure pursuit, while the proportion is significantly lower for working men (58.4 per cent). 
Almost 30 per cent of the population engage in at least one of the leisure pursuits of the 'active' 
leisure index once in a regular week. Finally, the percentage that consistently engage in 'active' 
leisure (i.e. on both days of a regular working week) is much lower at 10 per cent.
Table 7.5: ’Active’ leisure participation rates by gender and day of the week
Weekdays W eekends
% o f  sample (count) % o f  sample (count)
(a) Type o f  Activity Men W omen Men W omen
Arts 1 .6(33) 1 .5(25) 2 .9 (6 0 ) 1/1(23)
Entertainment 2 .0 (41) 2 .2 (3 7 ) 10.6(218) 923(152)
Hobbies in Nature 0 .01(1 ) 0 .01 (1 ) 0 .7 (14 ) 0 .2 (3 )
Physical Exercise 10.5(214) 9 .5 (155) 14.9(306) 8 .1(133)
Voluntary Woik 2 2 ^ ^ 2.7 (44) 1 .8(37) 222(36)
Recreational Study 1.2(25) 2 .5 (4 1 ) 1.3 (27) 1 .9(31)
(b) N um ber o f  Activities Participated in Men W omen Men W omen
0 79.9(1,631) 82.9(1,363) 71.5 (1,461) 79 CU299)
1 18.6(381) 15.1 (248) 24.8 (507) 19.1(313)
2 1.5(32) 2 .1 (3 3 ) & 7 ^ Q 2.0 (3 2 )
Total % (n) 100 (2,044) 100 (1,643) 100 (2,044) 100 (1,643)
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Column percentages. 
1. Primary activities only.
8 ) 40m ■ Men 
□  Women
None On one day On both days
Figure 7.1: ’Active’ leisure participation over the 2 days of the week
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Bars display percentages.
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This preliminary analysis has drawn a general picture of leisure patterns of the British 
working population, demonstrating an overall high prevalence of non-participation in a typical 
working week and a gender imbalance in engagement with 'active' leisure pursuits. The analysis 
now proceeds to an examination of the correlates of non-participation in order to achieve a better 
understanding of the socio-economic predictors of the outcome of interest.
7.5.2 Correlates of non-participation in ’active’ leisure activities: bivariate analyses
This section presents results from bivariate analyses of the associations of an 'exclusively' passive 
leisure lifestyle with the independent variables previously discussed at section 7.3.2. Table 7.6 
displays results concerning all predictors other than the time-related ones, which are presented 
separately in Table 7.7.
In accordance with previous research findings, a clear age effect is found for men's active 
leisure participation. The pattern is less pronounced for women, with all age groups presenting 
similar rates of non-participants (at approximately 65 per cent), except for women aged 56-60 for 
which a higher occurrence of an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle is found (76.7 per cent). Ethnicity 
does not present a specific pattern of association with an exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle for 
either gender.
The observed patterns of'inactivity' according to socio-economic position from the UKTUS 
data are in accordance with previous analyses of stylized estimates of leisure participation over 
longer time periods. Results for all 3 SES variables examined demonstrate the 'protective' effect of 
material resources and of human capital for a person's leisure and use of free time. Earnings 
presents a positive correlation with 'active' leisure engagement, with fewer workers from the 
highest earning groups leading an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle. The observation holds for both 
sexes, but it is more pronounced for men (Table 7.6). The relationship of social class with an 
exclusively 'passive' lifestyle also appears to be strong and linear for men, with 49.5 per cent 
amongst higher professional and managerial occupations being 'inactive' as opposed to 66 per cent 
among those in routine and manual occupations. Women in managerial/professional occupations 
also present lower rates of non-participation compared to both intermediate and routine/manual 
women workers (a 10 per cent difference is found). Finally, the bivariate examination of the 
influence of education on the nature of leisure activities confirms the hypothesis of an increased 
'active' leisure involvement of the highly educated: both men and women holding a university 
degree or above have the lowest proportion of'passive' workers amongst all 6 educational groups.
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Table 7.6: Percentages of non-participants in ’active’ leisure in different social groups
Men Women Men Women
% % N(BASE)
58.4 662 2,044 1,643
Age Group
20-25 50.5 65.1 208 194
26-35 59.1 66.1 563 433
36-45 584 65.1 610 - 476
46-55 59.3 65.4 514 437
56-60 64.0 76.7 149 103
Weekly Earnings (£)
5-149 64.0 67.9 164 561
150-249 66.7 68.6 450 453
250^^ 58.1 5&8 . 525 244
350-499 532 54.3 280 92
500 + 506 59.6 242 47
Missing 569 71.4 383 246
Social Class
Managerial & Profes s ionals 49.5 60.1 869 605
Intermediate 63.3 69.9 399 449
Routine & Manual 66.0 69.8 776 589
Education
Degree Level Qualification or Above 44.0 532 430 284
Higher Education below Degree Level 59.7 64.7 494 433
0-levels, GCSE Grade A-C 58.9 67.0 309 338
GCSE below Grade C, City and Guilds Qualifications 71.0 742 138 97
Other Qualifications 71.8 682 103 42
No qualifications 62.7 73.6 571 450
Total (n) 2,044 1,643 2,044 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied .
No specific pattern of association is found between an exclusively ’passive’ leisure lifestyle 
and the age of the youngest person in the household for men. Results do not demonstrate a 
consistent pattern for women either (Table 7.6). Furthermore, while fewer single men are 'passive' 
compared to men in other marital status groups (50.8 per cent as opposed to 60 and 62.2 per cent 
for married and divorced/separated men respectively), this is not true for single women. At the 
same time, the gender gap found between married workers remains the same between single men 
and women. No specific pattern of association between 'active' leisure participation and household 
size is found for either gender. These findings suggest that the factors contributing to gender 
differences in 'active' leisure participation may not emanate from the roles of the mother and 
spouse. Overall, less apparent differences are found between individuals of different family 
circumstances than between individuals of different socio-economic background (Table 7.6).
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Table 7.6 (cont.) : Percentages of non-participants in 'active* leisure in 
different social groups
Men Women Men Women
% % N(BASE)
58.4 66.2 2,044 1,643
Ethnicity
White 58.7 66.2 1,938 1,591
Non-white 54.7 68.6 106 52
Age of Youngest Person in the Household
0-2 61.8 68.2 256 130
3-4 54.9 725 113 68
5-9 55.9 69.0 263 225
10-15 60.6 59.5 282 257
16-17 61.8 76.5 75 77
18 + 57.9 65.7 1,053 886
Marital Status
Married/Cohabiting 60.0 65.9 1,583 1,191
Single 50.8 65.0 361 111
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 62.2 70.3 98 175
Household Size
1 51.6 54.7 180 128
2 58.0 65.1 541 536
3 62.5 72.1 496 386
4 582 65.2 525 391
5 + 57.4 67.0 296 202
Car Ownership
Yes 58.3 65.3 1,544 1,234
No 59.6 722 501 410
Geographical Location
London 58.6 68.6 1,821 1,439
Rest of UK 58.0 59.0 223 205
Total (n) 7,643 2.044 1,643
Source: 2000  UK Time Use Survey; Weights a p p lie d .
Car ownership and geographical area both show associations with an exclusively 'passive' 
leisure lifestyle, but only for women: Seventy two (72.2) per cent of women who do not have 
access to a car engage only in 'passive' leisure pursuits during a typical working week, as opposed 
to 65.3 per cent of those with car access. Similarly, working women who reside in London are 
more likely to be 'active', which suggests a potential positive influence of London on 'active' leisure 
involvement.
Table 7.7 examines bivariate patterns of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits 
according to working time arrangements, and for a range of types of free time disadvantage.
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Table 7.7: Time constraints and lack of participation in ’active’ leisure
Men Women Men Women
% % N (B A SE )
58.4 66.2 2,044 1,643
Unsocial Hours
No 52.5 64.6 949 1,081
Once a week 60.0 68.5 792 448
Twice a week 73.3 73.0 303 114
W orking Shifts
Yes 68.8 69.2 1,647 1,365
No 55.9 65.6 397 279
Time Poverty
Never 53.0 62.7 1,379 1,026
On weekdays 56.7 60.6 267 203
On weekends 75.6 77.0 262 282
Persistent (Both days) 84.4 78.9 135 132
Em ploym ent Status
Full-time 57.6 65.0 1,664 925
Part-time 50.0 68.4 58 619
Self-errployed 64.3 69.7 322 99
Number o f  D aily Free Time E pisodes*
1-4 80.7 83.5 264 206
5-7 68.3 77.0 562 427
8-9 53.4 63.1 651 554
> 10 44.3 52.1 566 457
Percentage o f  Free Time E pisodes Spent with Children*
No leisure episodes spent with children 58.0 672 1,046 871
<51% 54.4 61.3 254 172
> 50% 56.8 64.4 744 600
Percentage o f  C ontam inated F ree Time E pisodes *
No contaminated leisure episodes 58.0 67.2 1526 1,117
< 26% 54.5 57.3 349 333
> 25% 60.4 67.4 169 193
Percentage o f  F ragm ented Free Time E pisodes*
No fragmentation 64.6 75.2 394 149
<26% 52.3 60.5 1,199 821
> 2 5 < 5 1 % 60.1 71.3 388 543
> 50% 84.7 70.2 62 131
Total (n) 2,044 1,643 2,044 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Suivey; Weights applied.
*  These variables express means across the 2 d iaiy days.
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Unsocial working hours have the expected negative effect on 'active' leisure involvement 
during a typical working week. Fewer men among those that work traditional hours are 'inactive' 
(52.5 per cent), and the percentage of men who lead an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle is very high 
among those that work during unsocial hours on both weekdays and weekends (at 73.3 per cent), 
confirming the hypothesis of unsocial hours being an impediment to leisure participation. Results 
are similar for women (Table 7.7). Similarly, men shift workers are more likely to be 'inactive' 
during a typical working week than non-shift workers, which indicates a potential long-term 
contribution of shift work towards a 'passive' indoor lifestyle. This pattern of association is less 
pronounced in the case of women (69.2 per cent of women shift workers are 'inactive' as opposed 
to 65.6 among those not working shifts).
Results regarding workers' time poverty status provide the first evidence that it is indeed the 
day when free time is available (or, rather, not available) that matters for leisure participation. As 
shown in Table 7.7, men who are time-deprived on weekdays are not more disadvantaged than 
those who are never 'time poor' in terms of their leisure participation, while weekday 'time poor' 
women actually present the highest rates of 'active' leisure participation rates compared to the 3 
other time poverty groups. On the contrary, a 'passive' leisure lifestyle predominates among men 
and women who are time deprived at weekends, and 84.4 per cent of men and 78.9 per cent of 
women that are persistently time deprived do not engage in any 'active' leisure pursuit. At the same 
time, women that are time deprived only on weekends are almost equally likely to be 'inactive' as 
the persistently time-deprived ones (77 per cent). These results direct attention to the significance 
of the day of the occurrence of time poverty, and demonstrate that having less free time than the 
average working population during weekdays does not constitute a barrier for leisure participation.
Table 7.7. also shows that the amount of daily leisure episodes has a strong positive 
association with 'active' leisure participation: variety of activities during ones' free time strongly 
correlates with engagement with 'active' out-of-home leisure pursuits for both men and women. 
Conversely, the less activities one does, the more likely it is that these are of a 'passive' nature.
Time constraints from the presence of children and contaminated time (see section 7.3.2.e) 
do not demonstrate the expected associations with non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits. In 
fact, results demonstrate that both men and women who do not spend any time with children are 
slightly more likely to lead an exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle than those who occasionally 
find themselves in the company of children. Indeed, statistical tests of association and correlation 
(for a linear version of the variable) showed that free time spent with children presents a marginally 
positive relationship with weekly 'active' leisure involvement for men. These results are in line with
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the previously discussed 'active' leisure forms of childrearing of modem fathers (Chapter 2),
Contrary to my prior expectations, free time contamination does not present a consistent 
association with working women's non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits during a typical 
week. Additionally, fragmentation by household chores, which was previously found to be a 
predominant characteristic of women's free time (Chapter 6), presents a more clear negative 
relationship with men's active leisure participation. Overall, the bivariate analyses of time 
constraints suggest that the quantity of free time available to a worker during the weekend, as well 
as timing of its availability are more important for leisure participation than the nature of one's free 
time. The same results were found for separate weekday and weekend day quality of time 
indicators (not shown here). The next section moves to the multivariate analyses of predictors of a 
relatively 'passive' lifestyle, assessing the relative contribution of temporal constraints on weekly 
non-participation.
7.5.3 Predicting non-participation in 'active’ leisure activities: multivariate logistic 
regression models
Logistic regression modelling was used in order to examine the relative and cumulative effects of a 
range of socio-economic characteristics and free time constraints on weekly non-participation in 
'active' leisure pursuits. It must be noted that including many variables that measure free time 
disadvantage in the same regression model may prove to be problematic as it can increase 
endogeneity bias and/or multicollinearity. For this reason, and to examine the possible influence of 
all time-related variables on non-participation, multiple logistic regression models that introduced 
different sets of time-related variables in the logistic equation were specified. The models presented 
in this section constitute the most parsimonious and substantively interesting models specified 
during the process of analysis, which also satisfied the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) diagnostic 
tests, ruling out the likelihood of multicollinearity between predictors. Separate logistic regression 
models for men and women are presented first and the differential effects of socio-economic 
characteristics and free time constraints on men's and women's 'active' leisure participation are 
discussed. Results from a joint-sex model that tested for gender differences and interactions 
between co-variates are displayed at the end of the section.
Tables 7.8 and 7.9 present a series of additive logistic models predicting weekly non­
participation in 'active' leisure pursuits for men and women respectively. Model 1 adjusts for age 
group, which shows a significant and near-linear positive association with the outcome variable for
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men but not for women, a finding previously underlined in bivariate examinations (Table 7.6). 
Model 2 adjusts for socio-economic circumstances of respondents, namely social-class and level of 
educational attainment. Both variables are significant and their inclusion in the logistic regression 
model increases the Nagelkerke R square by more than 5 per cent. Men in intermediate as well as 
in routine/manual occupations present a higher risk for an 'exclusively' passive indoor lifestyle than 
managerial and professional male workers (OR=1.52 p<0.01 and OR=1.67, p<0.001 respectively). 
Similarly, men possessing university qualifications present the lowest chances of leading a 
relatively 'passive' lifestyle and being 'inactive' throughout the week, as demonstrated by the odds 
ratios of the educational categories in Model 2. Education has an equally strong effect for women, 
with women with no qualifications presenting a significantly higher risk of being 'inactive' 
compared to women possessing a university degree or above (OR=2.31, p<0.001). However, social 
class does not have a significant effect in the case of women, suggesting that it is human capital 
rather than occupational and material resources that makes a difference for women's engagement 
with 'active' leisure.
Model 3 adjusts for car/van ownership and geographical area, which do not have a 
significant effect on men's probability of being 'inactive' (p=0.94 and p=0.36 respectively. Table 
7.8). In contrast, working women residing in London have a lower probability of being 'inactive' 
than women living elsewhere in the UK, with an odds ratio of 0.69 (p<0.01). That Model 3 is 
adjusted for educational level and social class means that the effect of living in London is not 
confounded with a possible advantageous socio-economic profile of women living in London, and 
can therefore be attributed to the capital's provision of increased out-of-home leisure opportunities. 
The effect of car ownership/access is marginally insignificant in Model 3 (p=0.05), but the odds 
ratio value and confidence intervals suggest that not having access to a car/van is more likely to 
increase the probability of a working woman spending her free time indoors rather than not. The 
statistics at the bottom of Table 7.9 indicate that the inclusion of these 2 variables in the logistic 
equation increases the explanatory power of the female model only.
Model 4 introduces the first working time constraint in the logistic equation, that of 
undertaking paid work during unsocial hours (i.e. outside 8am-8pm). The variable's effect is 
significant and results in a considerable improvement from the previous model for men, as shown 
from the chi-square test of log-likelihood difference (Table 7.8). However, men that spend one day 
per week undertaking paid work during unsocial hours do not appear to have a higher risk of being 
'inactive' compared to those that only work during 'standard' times. Taking into account that this 
category consists mostly of workers that work unsocial hours on weekdays and not on weekend 
days, this finding may be interpreted as additional evidence for the 'protective' effect of weekend 
free time compensation for leisure participation. On the other hand, working both days of the week
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and during unsocial hours significantly increases the probability of 'inactivity' for men (OR=2.08, 
p<0.001). Similar results, albeit less pronounced, are found in the logistic regression model for 
women workers (Table 7.9).
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Table 7.8: Logistic regressions predicting non-participation in 'active’ leisure of men
workers
(1 ) (2 ) (3 )
O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
A ge G roup p = .l l * *
20-25 1 1 1
26-35 1.42* 1.03-1 .96 1.63** 1.17-2 .26  1.62* 1 .16-2 .26
36-45 1.38* 1.00-1 .89 1.56** 1 .12-2 .17  1.56** 1.12-2 .17
46-55 1.44* 1.04-1 .98 1.58** 1.19-2 .21 1.57* 1.12-2 .21
56-60 1.74** 1 .13-2 .67 1.86** 1.19-2 .91  1.85** 1.18-2 .90
Socia l C lass •k'k'k ***
Managerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 1.52** 1 .17-1 .96  1.53** 1 .18-1 .98
Routine & Manual 1.67*** 1.32-2.11 1.69*** 1.34-2 .14
Education •k-k ***
Degree Level Qualification or A bove 1 1
Higher Education below Degree Level 1.61** 1 .23-2 .12  1.63** 1 .24-2 .14
0 - levels, GCSE Grade A-C 1.45* 1 .05-1 .99  1.46* 1 .06-2 .00
GCSE below  Grade C, Citj' and Guilds 2.29*** 1 .47-3 .56  2.30*** 1 .48-3 .58
Other Qualifications 2.34*** 1.46-3.91 2.40** 1 .46 -3 .92
N o qualifications 1.55** 1 .16-2 .07  1.57** 1 .17-2 .09
G eographical Location p=.36
London 1.11 0 .8 9 -1 .3 7
Rest o f  UK 1
Car ownership p=.94
Yes 1
N o 0.99 0 .7 3 -1 .3 4
U nsocial H ours
None
Once a week 
Twice a w eek
Time Poverty
N ever
On weekdays 
On weekends 
Persistent
N um ber o f  D aily F ree l im e  E pisodes
1-4 
5-7 
8-9 
> 10
Nagelkerke R  square O.Od 0.06
-2Log likelihood  
A -2Log likelihood, sig.
2760.8 2687.13
73.67***
2686.29
0.84
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference category * p <  0.05, **p < 0.01, * * * / ? <  0 . 001.
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Table 7.8 (cont.) : Logistic regressions predicting non-participation in 'active' leisure of
men workers
(4) (5) (6)
O R 95%  a O R 95%  a O R 95%  C l
A g e  Group * * *
20-25 1 1 1
26-35 1,65** 1.18-2.30 1.61** 1.15-2.25 1.67*
36-45 1.54* 1.10-2.15 1.44* 1.03-2.03 1.52* 1.08-2.15
46-55 1.55** 1.10-2.15 1.48* 1.04-2.10 1.51* 1.06-2.14
56-60 1.78** 1.14-2.80 1.86*** 1.18-2.93 1.92** 1.21-3.04
S ocia l C lass ** *** *
Managerial & Profes s ional 1 1 1
Intermediate 1.47** 1.13-1.91 1.44** 1.11-1.88 1.42* 1.19-1.86
Routine & Manual 1.54*** 1.21-1.96 1.57*** 1.23-2.01 1.52** 1.18-1.94
E ducation kk k *** **
Degree Level Qualification or A bove 1 1 1
Higher Education below Degree Level 1.63*** 1.24-2.16 1.66*** 1.25-2.19 1.63** 1.23-2.16
0-levels, GCSE Grade A-C 1.44** 1.04-1.98 1.45* 1.05-2.01 1.45** 1.04-2.02
GCSE below Grade C, City and Guilds 2.22*** 1.42-3.46 2.15* 1.37-3.38 2 .06** 1.30-3.25
Other Qualifications 2.36*** 1.44-3.88 2.34** 1.42-3.88 2 .22** 1.33-3.69
No qualifications 1.54*** 1.15-2.07 1.52*** 1.12-2.04 1.46* 1.08-1.97
G eographical L ocation p=39 p=.51 p=.47
London 1.10 0.89-1.36 1.08 0.87-1.34 1.09 0.87-1.35
Rest o f  UK 1 1 1
Car ownership p=.99 p=.76 pp=.89
Yes 1.00 0.74-1.35 1.05 0.77-1.43 1.02 0.75-1.39
No 1 1 1
U nsocial H ours *** p=.06 p=.08
None 1 1 1
Once a week 1.15 0.95-1.41 1.10 0.89-1.35 1.11 0.89-1.37
Twice a week 2.08*** 1.55-2.80 1.44* 1.05-1.97 1.22* 1.03-2.00
Time P overty *** ***
Never 1 1
On weekdays 1.15 0.87-1.51 1.20 0.91-1.59
On weekends 2.50*** 1.83-3.41 1.46* 1.02-2.11
Persistent 4 .01*** 2.44-6.59 2 .24** 1.30-3.84
N um ber o f  D aily F ree Tim e E p isodes ***
1-4 1
5-7 0.73 0.49-1.08
8-9 0.44*** 0.29-0.66
> 10 0.32*** 0.21-0.50
N agelkerke R square 0.07 0.72 0.14
-2Log like lih ood 2661.06 2597.45 2551.89
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 24.23** 63 .61*** 45 .56**
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Suivey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference categoiy * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, *** p  < 0.001.
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Table 7.9: Logistic regressions predicting non-participation in ’active’ leisure of
women workers
(1) (2) (3)
OR 95% C l OR 95% C l OR 95% C l
Age Group p=.27 p=.45 p=.45
20-25 1 1 1
26-35 1.04 0.73-1.49 0.98 0.68-1.41 0.98 0.68-1.42
36-45 1.00 0.70-1.41 0.87 0.61-1.26 0.91 0.63-1.31
46-55 1.01 0.71-1.43 0.86 0.60-1.25 0.86 0.61-1.29
56-60 1.73* 1.01-2.98 1.33 0.76-2.32 1.41 0.80-2.47
Social Class p=.27 p=.16
Managerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 1.25 0.95-1.65 1.29 0.98-1.70
Routine & Manual 1.09 0.82-1.45 1.06 0.80-1.41
Education w *
Degree Level Qualification or Above 1 1
Higher Education below Degree Level 1.53** 1.12-2.09 1.48** 1.07-2.03
0-levels, GCSE Grade A-C 1.66** 1.17-2.35 1.59** 1.20-2.27
GCSE below Grade C, City and Guilds 2.35* 1.37-4.01 2.25* 1.31-3.85
Other Qualifications 1.79 0.88-3.64 1.74 0.85-3.56
No qualifications 2.31*** 1.60-3.35 2.20*** 1.49-3.15
Geographical Location
London 0.69** 0.54-0.87
Rest of UK 1
Car ownership p=.05
Yes 1.34 0.95-1.87
No 1
Unsocial Hours
None
Once a week
Twice a week
Time Poverty
Never
On weekdays
On weekends
Persistent
Number o f Daily Free Time Episodes
1-4
5-7
8-9
> 10
N agelkerke R square 0.01 0.05 0 .06
-2L og  likelihood 2097.42 2060.56 2048.21
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 36.86** 12.35**
1. Significance o f  difference from  reference category * p <  0.05, ** p  < 0.01, *** p <  0.001.
Table 7.9 (cont): Logistic regressions predicting non-participation
in ’active’ leisure of women workers
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(4) (5) (6)
OR 95%  C l OR 95%  C l OR 95%  C l
A g e  Group p=.41 pp=32 p=.25
20-25 1 1 1
26-35 0.98 0.68-1.41 0.93 0.65-1.35 0.92 0.62-1.59
36-45 0.89 0.62-1.29 0.85 0.59-1.23 0.80 0.55-1.17
46-55 0.86 0.59-1.25 0.82 0.56-1.21 0.81 0.55-1.19
56-60 138 0.79-2.42 1.37 0.78-2.41 1.35 0.76-2.40
Socia l C lass p = .ll p=.15 p=.16
Managerial & Professional 1 1 1
Intermediate 1.32* 1.01-1.82 1.33* 1.01-1.77 1.28 0.96-1.71
Routine & Manual 1.02 0.77-1.37 1.01 0.75-1.35 1.00 0.75-1.35
E ducation *** *** *
Degree Level Qualification or A bove 1 1 1
Higher Education below Degree Level 1.50* 1.47*** 1.01-2.03 1.43** 1.03-1.98
0-levels, GCSE Grade A-C ........ 1.64*** 1.59*** 1.11-2.27 1.46* 1.02-2.10
GCSE below Grade C, City and Guilds 2.30* 2 3 5 * 1.36-4.05 2.13* 1.22-3.70
Other Qualifications 1.74 1.75 0.85-3.61 1.57 0.76-3.26
No qualifications 2.21*** 2.13*** 1.46-3.12 1.91*** 1.30-2.80
G eographical Location ** k k ***
London 0.69 0.54-0.87 0.68 0.54-0.87 0.68 0.54-1.46
Rest o f  UK 1 1 1
Car ownership p=.06 p=0.6 p=.46
Yes 1.34 0.95-1.87 1.36 0.99-1.91 1.14 0.88-1.46
No 1 1 1
U nsocial H ours k k p=37 p=.46
None 1 1 1
Once a week 120 0.94-1.53 1.16 0.90-1.45 1.14 0.88-1.46
Twice a week 1.57** 1.01-2.45 1.28* 0.81-2.02 1.90* 0.79-2.00
Time P overty - *** *
Never 1 1
On weekdays 0.82 0.70-1.34 1.02 0.74-1.41
On weekends 1.93*** 1.41-2.64 0.96 0.65-1.41
Persistent 2.29*** 1.45-3.00 1.16 0.70-1.92
N um ber o f  D aily Free Time E pisodes ***
1-4 1
5-7 0.70 0.44-1.12
8-9 0.36*** 0.22-0.59
> 10 0.24*** 0.14-0.40
Constant 0.7 0.62 0.4
N agelkerke R square 0.06 0.0^ 0.12
-2Log likelih ood 2042.79 2013.86 1961.68
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 5.42* 28.93*** 52.18***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Sui’vey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference categoiy * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Model 5 adjusts for workers' time poverty status, which is another significant predictor of 
non-participation in 'active' leisure. As shown by the statistics at the bottom of Tables 7.8 and 7.9, 
the inclusion of this variable in the logistic model brings an approximately 5 per cent increase in 
the Nagelkerke R square of the male model, but only a 2 per cent increase in the case of women. 
Both men and women workers that possess less than 110 minutes of free time during the weekday 
do not present a higher risk of being 'inactive' compared with those that do not experience any time 
deprivation during a typical week (the reference category). However, the situation is very different 
for both the weekend 'time poor' and the persistently 'time poor' that have a much higher 
probability of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits: Weekend 'time poor' men have 2.50 
higher odds of being 'inactive' compared to those that do not experience any time deprivation, 
while persistent time poverty is found to have an even more detrimental effect on men's leisure 
participation (OR=4.01, p<0.001). As shown in Table 7.9, weekend and persistently time deprived 
women also present a higher risk of being 'inactive' but the odds ratios are lower than those 
previously shown for men (OR=1.93, p<0.001 and OR=2.29, p<0.001 for weekend and persistent 
time poverty respectively). This finding directs attention to the significance of compensation 
during the weekend, and to the detrimental effect of increased occupational and family 
responsibilities during weekend days for out-of-home leisure participation.
It should also be noted that, following the inclusion of time poverty status in the regression 
models, the effect of unsocial hours is reduced for both genders, indicating that part of the 
variable's effect in the previous model was due to the resulting reduction of free time availability 
fi*om conducting paid work on both days of the week. The significant effect that remains (OR=1.44, 
p<0.01 for men, OR=1.28, p<0.01 for women) expresses the separate effect of unsocial hours on 
non-participation in 'active' leisure. Controlling for time poverty does not bring any substantial 
changes to the odds ratios of SES variables, indicating the absence of interactions between the 
variables'*^, and the distinct effects these exert on non-participation.
Model 6 adjusts for the number of individual free time episodes over the 2 surveyed days. In 
accordance with bivariate analyses (Table 7.7), a strong linear positive effect of the number of free 
time episodes on 'active' leisure participation is found in Model 6, with both men and women that 
engage in many different activities during their free time on a daily basis (i.e. more than 10) being 
significantly less likely to lead a 'passive' lifestyle. The dramatic reduction in the effect of time 
poverty for both genders is suggestive, showing that the variety and quantity of free time activities 
an individual engages in is actually dependent on his free time availability on different days of the 
week: to put it simply. Model 6 demonstrates that the more free time a worker has during weekends
43 The lack o f interaction between social class and time poverty was further confirmed by relevant cross-tabulations, the 
inclusion o f an interaction term in the logistic model, and the specification o f logistic models separately by social class.
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the more likely he/she is to engage in different activities and be 'active'.
Specifying the same logistic regression model for the entire sample of workers (n=3,687) 
allowed me to explore whether the previously observed gender differences in leisure participation 
(sections 7.4.1, 7.4.2) could be explained by gender differences in chronometric free time 
resources. In addition to the co-variates previously included in the separate logistic models, this 
joint-sex model also controlled for marital status in order to examine a potential negative effect of 
marriage on leisure participation, due to the increase in domestic and/or childhood responsibilities. 
Overall, results for other predictors were similar to the ones found in the separate logistic models. 
For this reason, this section focuses solely on the issue of gender differences in leisure, and only 
the odds ratios of gender and marital status during three different stages of the model specification 
are presented and discussed.
As shown in Table 7.10, both gender and marital status are significant predictors of an 
exclusively passive leisure lifestyle, after adjusting for a range of socio-demographic factors and 
for unsocial working hours (Model 2): Working women have 1.39 odds than working men to be 
'inactive' during a typical week (p<0.001), while married women also present a significantly higher 
risk of having a 'passive' leisure lifestyle than single women (OR=1.21, p<0.001). However, after 
controlling for individuals' time poverty status (Model 3), the 'marriage effect' disappears, 
providing evidence for a 'second shift' of married working women, especially mothers, which 
places them at the bottom of the free time distribution during weekend days.
Although relative time poverty fully explains the differences in 'active' leisure participation 
between workers of different marital status, it does not bring as marked a reduction in the odds 
ratio for gender, with working women still presenting a higher risk of being 'inactive' compared to 
working men in the fully-adjusted model (OR=1.22, p<0.001). A series of different logistic 
regression models that controlled for different combinations of other free time constraints 
(fragmentation, contamination, and co-presence of children) were specified but the result remained 
the same, since most coefficients for these variables were insignificant (see Appendix B, Table B.2 
for odd ratios of other time deprivation indicators in separate sex models). Similarly, introducing 
interaction terms in the model did not yield any additional insight regarding the gender difference 
in out-of-home 'active' leisure participation.
Overall, this analysis shows that gender differences in free time resources do not fully 
account for gender differences in 'active' leisure participation. Similarly, the majority of predictors 
have more explanatory power for differences in leisure participation between men rather than 
women workers. It follows that this consistent gender difference in active 'leisure' participation is a
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result of more long-term processes relating to gender roles and leisure preferences and behaviour, 
that cannot be accounted for in this cross-sectional analysis of time-use data.
Table 7.10: Odds ratios predicting non-participation in ’active’ leisure; entire 
sample
(1 ) (2 ) (3 )
C ontrols fo r A dds SES, A dds
Demographics, C ar ownership. Time P overty
M arita l sta tus G. A rea, U nsocial Hours
Sex
(Ref: Men)
Women 1.39*** 1 3 5 * * 1.22***
M a rita l S tatus
(Ref: S ingle)
Married/Cohabiting 1 2 2 * * * 1.21*** 1.11
Divorced/W  ido wed 1.11 1.11 1.08
Tim e P overty  Status
(R efN everr)
On weekdays 1.07
On weekends 2.19***
Persistent 3 .03***
Source: 2000  UK Time Use Survey, Weights applied .
1. Significance o f  difference from  reference ca tegoiy, ** p  <  0.01, ***/? < 0.001.
7.6 Time poverty, lack of social contacts and overall lack of out-of home 
activities
Section 7.2 discussed the reasons why social activities were not included in the outcome variable of 
this study. While acknowledging that a complete absence of social contacts cannot be accurately 
captured by an examination of primary activities of workers' time diaries, I have conducted the 
same analyses for 2 additional outcomes: the absence of out-of-home social contacts during free 
time (as primary activity) and the absence of social contacts combined with an absence of out-of- 
home 'active' leisure participation. Table 5.3 has previously provided information concerning the 
contents of the social contacts category. The current analysis excluded telephone calls and other 
correspondence with friends, which are activities most likely take place within the home and do not 
require planning or a substantial time expenditure. However, it should be noted that the 'social 
contacts' variable is still likely to contain some activities that have taken place in the home and 
could not be detected by other diary information, i.e. receiving visitors in the home.
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Table 7.11: Time poverty and non-participation in purely social activities
(a) Percentages o f  non-participants on different time poverty categories
Purely Social Activities 'Active'Leisure «& Social Activities
Time Poverty Men Women Men Women
Never 22.4 17.7 11.9 10.5
On weekdays 22.8 15.8 13.1 6.5
On weekends 63.0 493 48.9 37.9
Persistent (Both days) 69.6 45.9 60.0 37.6
(b) Odd ratios fo r  time poverty variable effects in fully adjusted models*
Purely Social Activities 'Active'Leisure & Social Activities
Time Poverty IVien Women Men Women
Never 1 1 1 1
On weekdays 0.94 0.87 1.05 0.60
On weekends 535*** 4.40*** 634**' 5.01***
Persistent (Both days) 6.62*** 3.75*** 8.93**'V 480***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance of difference from reference category) ***/? < 0.001.
2. Adjusted for age group, social class, education, car ownership, geographical area, unsocial hours
Results provided further evidence concerning the significance of weekend and persistent 
time poverty, while quality of free time remained insignificant. Summarized results regarding the 
effect of time poverty status on these outcome variables can be seen in Table 7.11. It should be 
noted that the gender difference is now inverse, as women engage in more purely social activities 
regardless of their working status. Overall, these results provide strong support to the analytical 
framework of Chapter 2 and the proposed time poverty measurement of the thesis.
7.7 Summary and concluding remarks
Taking into account the lack of previous research on the effects of time poverty to explicitly 
examine its association with out-of-home 'active' leisure pursuits, this chapter attempted to assess 
the impact of relative time poverty and other time constraints on the likelihood of an exclusively 
'passive' leisure lifestyle during a typical working week. This section returns to the questions asked 
at the outset of the study and provides a brief discussion of the methodological and theoretical 
implications of the findings.
1. Is relative time poverty (as duration) a predictor o f  an exclusively 'passive' use o f f e e  time, after 
taking into account variations in socio-economic andfamily circumstances o f  British workers?
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This analysis demonstrated that relative time poverty (as duration) exerts a strong negative 
influence on British workers' participation in out-of-home leisure pursuits only if it occurs during 
the weekends. On the other hand, weekday time poverty does not inhibit workers' 'active' leisure 
participation. These findings direct attention to the significance of compensation and the 
importance of weekend days for leisure participation, and have both theoretical and methodological 
implications. Chapter 6 previously analysed the socio-economic correlates of weekend time 
deprivation, demonstrating that it is mothers employed part-time as well as those employees who 
are disadvantaged in the labour market (workers in routine/manual and intermediate occupations 
with 'adverse' working arrangements), that are most likely to be positioned at the bottom of the free 
time distribution on weekend days. The significance of weekends for 'active' leisure participation 
that is underlined in this chapter essentially means that time poverty may constitute an additional 
source of disadvantage for the leisure participation of these social groups, while higher 
occupational groups that are 'time poor' on weekdays (i.e. high income earners and full-time 
women) do not experience such adverse effects in their 'active' leisure pursuits. Similar results are 
found in 'sensitivity' analyses for different outcome variables on the absence of out-of-home social 
activities and on the complete lack of both social and leisure participation. Overall, these findings 
challenge previous time-use research that over-emphasizes the social gradient of across-the-week 
'synthetic' free time availability estimates, without examining the actual importance of each day of 
the week for actual outcomes like leisure participation. This has important implications for the 
measurement of time poverty as well, as it demonstrates the need to construct more nuanced 
indicators of time poverty with predictive validity and move away from previous simplistic 
approaches that weigh days of the week alike to construct across-the-week estimates. As may be 
seen in Table B.3 of Appendix B, the construction of a 'synthetic' weekly measure of time poverty 
for this analytic sample resulted in approximately three quarters of the weekend 'time poor' being 
classified as 'non time poor'. However, the results of this study demonstrated the high importance 
of this type of time deprivation, casting doubt on the validity of synthetic measurement approaches 
that do not take account of theoretical arguments regarding the differential value of free time 
according to the day and the timing of its availability. Accordingly, the finding concerning the 
greater importance of weekend time poverty demonstrates the weakness of arguments making 
judgements based on individuals' absolute free time duration without an assessment of the timing 
during which it becomes available: Indeed, this analysis showed that between a 'time poor' person 
that has less than 110 minutes of free time on the weekdays and a 'time poor' person who has less 
than 220 minutes of free time on the weekend days, it is the latter that is most likely to lead an 
exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle.
2. Which types o f  free time disadvantage are the stronger predictors o f weekly non-participation in
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'active' out-of-home leisure pursuits?
Overall, this analysis demonstrated that the amount of available free time during weekend days is 
the strongest predictor of non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits. Number of free time episodes 
also present a high negative association with non-participation in 'active' leisure activities, which 
essentially means that the more free time at a worker's disposal, the higher the probability he/she 
will engage with different activities that are likely to be 'active' and take place out of the home. 
Undertaking paid work during unsocial hours on weekend days is another predictor of 'inactivity' 
for workers, with those who consistently conduct paid work during unsocial hours likely to 
experience an additional constraint in their leisure participation, apart from that of time poverty 
(shown in Chapter 6). In contrast, 'qualitative' indicators of the nature of free time such as 
contamination from household chores or free time spent in the presence of children did not confirm 
prior hypotheses regarding the impact of a gender role spill-over in women's leisure participation, 
and no significant effects on the probability of leading an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle were found 
during logistic model specification procedures within and between gender.
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8. TIME CONSTRAINTS AND LACK OF SLEEP
8.1 Introduction
This chapter moves away from the study of free time and its uses, and examines whether family 
roles and occupational circumstances can negatively influence the duration of a less 'discretionary' 
activity of everyday life, that is, sleep. With this investigation the thesis attempts to demonstrate 
that a narrow research focus on domestic work, childcare and/or free time may obscure other 
quality of life and well-being consequences of family and occupational positions during working 
life, and that the introduction of novel analytical categories in the study of work-life balance can 
unravel different aspects of disadvantage that may be significantly affecting workers' everyday 
functioning and well-being.
Sleep is a basic human need that takes up more time than any other activity across the life 
span, and partial sleep deprivation"*  ^ is detrimental for individual health and safety, as evidenced 
from the remarkably consistent findings of over 1000 biomedical and epidemiological studies 
(Bonnet 2000). Despite its strong biological underpinnings, sleep is embedded in the social context 
of everyday life (Arber, Hislop, and Williams 2007), which suggests the likelihood of numerous 
environmental and social influences on its duration. Indeed, a considerable number of sleep 
researchers have previously recognized that sleep duration can be partly adaptable to social context, 
and that sleep deprivation may be an additional 'casualty' of adverse working time arrangements 
and family responsibilities (Williams 2005, 104-105), which may both serve to create 'an 
imperative for wakefulness' (Basner et al. 2007) and demote sleep to a minor priority. This topic has 
received considerable press attention in recent years, with concerns regarding the societal causes 
and consequences of sleep deprivation regularly voiced in Western mass media (The Economist 
2002; Daily Mail 2007; BACP Media Centre 2010; The Independent 2010).
Despite sociology's increasing attention to the study of everyday life and work-life balance, 
there has been surprisingly little interest to empirically test this hypothesis of a contribution of 
adverse working time circumstances and increased family responsibilities on the risk of partial 
sleep deprivation. One of the reasons for this omission is the lack of data on sleep habits in large- 
scale social surveys, which has resulted in a primarily qualitative empirical focus of sociological
44 Sustained restriction of the habitual sleep duration which ranges from 7 to 8 hours for humans (Morin and Espie 
2003).
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contributions on the topic of sleep (Arber and Venn 2010; Bianchera and Arber 2007; Hislop and 
Arber 2003b, 2003a; Hislop 2007; Meadows 2005; Meadows et al. 2008; Moran-Ellis and Venn 
2007; Venn et al. 2008).
Although time use surveys constitute a unique source of information on the sleep duration of 
the population, not many time use analyses on the socio-economic correlates of sleep duration 
exist, since the majority of researchers have tended to assume that sleep is an activity that displays 
little variation between individuals (Gershuny 2003). However, a few cross-sectional diary data 
analyses that examined the elasticity of time spent sleeping have indeed provided evidence for the 
negative relationship of night-time sleep duration with work-related variables such as working 
hours and distance from the workplace (Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; Szalai et al. 1972; Szalontai 
2006). Still, no attempts have been made to simultaneously examine the cumulative effects and 
interactions of both occupational and family characteristics on sleep duration. At the same time, 
existing analyses have not considered biomedical findings on sleep deprivation, and have 
consequently failed to discuss the extent to which occupational and family roles may contribute to 
a workers' probability of getting insufficient sleep. As a result, the socio-economic profile of 
workers that may be in risk of suffering from partial sleep deprivation remain unknown.
8.2 Aims and structure of the chapter
Motivated by the notion that the study of everyday life needs to move beyond its exclusive focus 
on waking aspects, this chapter introduces sleep as a new analytical category in the study of work- 
life balance, and examines whether the roles of worker, spouse, and parent increase the risk of 
partial sleep deprivation. The overall aim is to identify the proportion and socio-economic 
characteristics of British workers that are more likely to be getting insufficient sleep on a regular 
working day, and test the suggestions concerning a negative contribution of time constraints from 
individuals' occupational position and family circumstances.
This empirical analysis simultaneously examines the relationship of insufficient sleep with 
both occupational and family circumstances in the British context, and its contribution is both 
substantive and methodological: On the one hand, a contribution to the study of the health 
consequences of the British labour market is made, and novel theoretical insights on the 
relationship and interactions of different spheres of everyday life are generated. On the other hand, 
an exemplar of the possibilities time use data provide for the analysis of sleep duration is provided, 
while the methodological issues that should be addressed in the research design of future time use
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surveys in order for more accurate and robust estimates of sleep duration to be produced are also 
identified.
The chapter is structured as follows: The next two sections provide information on the 
sample and the dependent and independent variables utilized in this analysis, alongside a discussion 
of the weaknesses of sleep duration estimates from the UKTUS and their implications for the 
analysis. The remainder of the chapter begins by setting out an initial sketch of patterns of sleep 
duration among the British working population. This is followed by the presentation of bivariate 
and multivariate analyses of the determinants of insufficient sleep duration amongst British 
workers.
8.3 Data
A sample consisting of 3,048 employed people aged 20-60 years old is selected.” For 
methodological reasons that relate to the measurement of sleep in the UKTUS and are discussed in 
detail in section 8.4.1, Friday and weekend diaries are excluded from this analysis which is 
restricted to workers that reported at least one episode of remunerated work on a weekday, 
narrowly defined from Monday to Thursday. Respondents that completed only one UKTUS diary 
during one of these 4 weekdays are therefore kept in the analysis. As previously, cases with 
fundamental socio-demographic data missing are omitted, as well as diaries that were classified as 
unsuitable for analysis by the ONS because of a high number of missing time periods. To correct 
for individual non-response, results are weighted by the individual-level ungrossed weight. It 
should be noted that the socio-demographic profile of this sample (provided in Appendix C, Table 
C .l) is almost identical to that of the analytic sample employed in Chapters 6 and 7 (see Table 6.1).
8.4 Variables and measures
8.4.1 Dependent variable: insufficient daily night-time sleep duration
(a) Defining insufficient night-time sleep duration
In Chapter 6, a relative poverty measurement approach was adopted in order to gain insight into the 
social stratification of free time resources of British workers and to identify which economically 
active individuals are 'time poor' vis-à-vis others in the community. It was also previously
160
discussed that the application of absolute poverty approaches to the study of time is not as 
straightforward as in the case of income, given the manifest difficulty in specifying an absolute 
amount of free time that is essential for an individual's satisfaction of leisure needs and 
maintenance of well-being. However, this is not the case for time use analyses of health-related 
outcomes such as partial sleep deprivation for which a scientifically-informed needs-driven 
specification of a precise threshold is essential. A detailed review of biomedical and 
epidemiological research on partial sleep deprivation indicated that there does not exist a linear 
relationship between length of sleep and health outcomes. Instead, despite the fact that there exists 
a certain variation in individuals' need for sleep, it has been shown that, if  sustained for a 
considerable period of time, a night-time sleep duration of less than 6/6.5 hours strongly correlates 
with mortality and morbidity, as well as workplace and vehicle-related accidents (Ayas et al. 2003; 
Basner et al. 2007; Heslop et al. 2002; Spiegel et al. 2005; Spiegel, Leproult, and Van Cauter 
1999). This provided justification for the treatment of sleep duration as a dichotomous variable 
(insufficient/sufficient sleep duration), and therefore this study defined insufficient night-time sleep 
as less than 6.5 hours on a typical working weekday. Therefore the interest lies in the socio­
economic characteristics of workers that are 'short-sleepers', i.e. that reported less than 6.5 hours of 
night-time sleep on their weekday (Monday-Thursday) time diary.
(b) Sleep estimates from the UKTUS: limitations of measurement
There are two methodological issues that relate to the estimates of sleep duration from the UKTUS 
that need to be borne in mind. The first limitation comes from the fact that the time diary employed 
in the UKTUS started at 4.00 in the morning of one day and finished at 3.59am the next day. As a 
result, obtaining a daily night-time sleep duration estimate is achieved by adding two separate sleep 
episodes: the first from 4.00am until the person reports waking up in the morning and the second 
from the time the person reports going to bed that night until 3.59am the next morning. However, 
an artefact of this methodology is that time diaries completed on Fridays and weekend days may 
potentially provide incorrect estimates of night-time sleep duration: For example, the Friday sleep 
duration of a person waking up early to go to work on a Friday and going to bed late in anticipation 
of Saturday as a non-working day is likely to be underestimated with the calculation procedure 
described above. Similarly, an overestimation of the sleep duration for Sunday may also occur, 
given that one episode of sleeping in late on Sunday morning and another episode of going to bed 
early on Sunday night before the start of the workweek will be added together. This was confirmed 
by an examination of Friday and weekend night-time sleep duration estimates that did not provide 
consistent results and therefore it was decided to exclude these diary days from the analysis, and 
rely on an analytic sample of diaries completed between Monday and Thursday.
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Measuring sleep in its natural context is particularly difficult and it is probably impossible 
for the majority of individuals to specify the exact time they fell asleep. This is manifest in time 
diaries, where respondents provide descriptions of 'transitions' or 'states' before and after actual 
sleep, such as 'lying in bed but unable to sleep', 'waiting for sleep to come', or 'I woke up during the 
night but I remained in bed'. Such descriptions were coded as 'sleep' during ONS coding 
procedures, which essentially means that the definition of 'sleep' in the UKTUS is rather broad, 
including time in bed before and after actual sleep, and that an overestimation of respondents' 
actual sleep is almost certain to occur. The fact that data collectors made an imputation of sleep in 
cases of early morning or late night uncompleted diary time slots or descriptions of actual sleep 
interruptions should also be taken into account (ONS 2003)"^  ^This overestimation of sleep duration 
in the UKTUS can be assumed to be constant across the working population. However, it is 
important to note that in the present analysis of sleep deprivation, overestimation does not affect 
the results of the study, as workers' that are identified as being partially sleep deprived (i.e. with 
less than 6.5 hours of recorded sleep) actually have even shorter (and in no case longer) night-time 
sleep durations. Finally, it should also be noted that, overall, errors in total night-time sleep 
duration at the individual level can be assumed to be self-cancelling at the aggregate level, which 
ensures the reliability of findings regarding the socio-economic patterning of sleep deprivation.
Notwithstanding these two limitations in the night-time sleep duration estimates fi'om the 
UKTUS, the fact remains that it provides unique access to the sleep habits of the British working 
population. However, it is important for these issues to be kept in mind and for time use researchers 
to abandon the tendency to draw conclusions regarding the activity without engaging in a 
meticulous study of what is being measured as sleep in each survey, and the subsequent 
implications for analyses and their interpretation.
8.4.2 Independent variables
In order to profile 'short sleepers', and test the hypothesis of a negative effect of time constraints 
from occupational circumstances and family responsibilities on the probability of a worker getting 
insufficient sleep, a range of variables are examined. This section lists all examined variables, 
provides information on the measurement of predictors not utilized in previous chapters, and 
briefly discusses the reasons for inclusion and/or the anticipated effects of predictors on the
45 Such episodes were coded as 'unspecified sleep' during the UKTUS coding procedure. This renders the probability of  
an actual sleep interruption during the night being retained in the UKTUS data particularly low, and is the main reason 
why I chose to solely rely on estimates o f total sleep duration for this study and to abstain from constructing and 
analysing 'sleep quality' measures (i.e. fragmented sleep) which would be o f unknown reliability.
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dependent variable.
(a) Demographic characteristics
Gender, ethnicity and age are controlled for in the analysis. Despite sociological arguments 
regarding women's lack and/or disruption of sleep as a result of domestic and parenthood roles 
(Hochschild and Machung 1989), previous analyses have demonstrated that women tend to sleep 
more than men do (Burgard, Ailshire, and Hughes 2010; Krueger and Friedman 2009) and as a 
result the prevalence of short night-time sleep durations (i.e. less than 6.5 hours) may be expected 
to be higher among men workers. Age is also expected to be associated with lack of sleep: on the 
one hand, it has been established that the older the person gets, the greater the likelihood of 
obtaining shorter sleep durations (Bliwise 1996), while on the other hand, age is also strongly 
associated with changes in individuals' labour market engagement and family responsibilities (Kan 
and Gershuny 2009a). This analysis investigates the extent to which age-related risks in obtaining 
insufficient sleep are linked to temporal constraints that stem from work and family roles. Finally, 
previous studies have recently demonstrated the existence of ethnic differences in sleep duration 
(Hale and Do 2007; Basner et al. 2007). However, the mechanisms that underlie possible ethnic 
differences in sleep have not been adequately examined (Burgard et al. 2010), and as a result no 
prior hypothesis regarding the patterns of association of ethnicity and inadequate sleep was made 
in the analysis.
(b) Occupational characteristics
As in previous chapters, social class is measured by the National Statistics Socio-Economic 
Classification (NS-SEC), which groups individuals sharing similar employment relations and 
occupational conditions. For this analysis, the detailed 8-category NS-SEC was collapsed into 6 
categories by combining 'routine' with 'semi-routine' occupations and 'large employers and higher 
managerial' with 'lower managerial' occupations. In the former case, the decision was made 
because 'routine' and 'semi-routine' occupational groups have very similar labour contracts. In the 
latter case, the 2 occupational classes were grouped together because of their common 'managerial' 
aspect that is of interest in this analysis, as managers are often referred to as a group that is more 
likely to demote sleep to a minor priority as a result of their demanding work tasks that require 
long hours and ongoing commitment. Overall, including social class in this analysis allows the 
examination of the cumulative influence of several occupational group characteristics such as 
relative income, work responsibilities and work intensity on sleep duration. As previously in the 
time poverty analysis (Chapter 6), the relationship of sleep duration/inadequate sleep with social 
status was also examined with the use of the CAMSIS scale that measures more broad aspects of
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social stratification. However, results were non-significant, and this finding is therefore only 
discussed in the concluding remarks of this chapter.
Weekly individual earnings are also examined, as previous US research has suggested that 
increases in wage rates lead to significant decreases in workers' sleep duration (Biddle and 
Hamermesh 1990). If this relationship holds in the British context too, then a higher occurrence of 
'short sleepers' among the high earners should be underscored in this analysis.
Temporal constraints stemming from occupational roles are measured with 4 variables: 
employment time, time spent commuting, working shifts, and work during unsocial hours on the 
diary day. Controlling for the influence of working hours on sleep duration is important, given the 
previously demonstrated strong negative relationship between working time and time spent 
sleeping (Basner et al. 2007; Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; Szalontai 2006). The variable refers to 
the hours individuals reported spending on paid employment in their time diary. The activities that 
are included in this time use category have been previously presented in Chapter 5 (see section 
5.2.2), and the same variable has been previously employed in the 'time poor' identification 
analysis in Chapter 6.
As mentioned earlier in the introduction, distance from the workplace and time spent in 
commuting have been found to exert a strong negative influence on workers' sleep duration (Szalai 
et al. 1972), which provided justification for the inclusion of a relevant variable in this study. The 
variable was created by making use of 2 activity codes, namely 'travel in the course of work' and 
'travel to and from work'. The former code includes all work-related journeys of people without a 
usual place of work or who work from home, but excludes journeys during working hours 
unconnected with the person's job. 'Travel to and from work' includes journeys to or from the usual 
place of work where the starting place is the respondent's home.
Finally, the effects of 'adverse' working time arrangements, working shifts and unsocial 
hours, on the probability of a worker getting inadequate sleep are examined. Information on the 
measurement of these variables has already been provided in Chapter 6 (see section 6.4.2.b). As a 
reminder, the shift work variable was derived from the personal interview data, while the unsocial 
hours variable (working outside 8am-8pm) was created from the diary data. This means that it is 
possible that workers that identified themselves as regularly working shifts during the interview did 
not actually work shifts on the surveyed weekday. As a result, any significant association between 
shift work and sleep in this analysis should be interpreted as evidence of a potentially longer-term 
effect of shift work and its accompanying lifestyle on sleep duration. Overall, both shift work and 
work during unsocial hours have been found to have a detrimental and indeed long-term adverse
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effect on a person's sleep and subsequent health in both epidemiological studies and biomedical 
experiments (Akerstedt 1995; Akerstedt et al. 2002). In this respect it is expected that more 'short 
sleepers' will be found among workers that have such working time arrangements than among 
those that work on traditional time schedules.
c) Family circumstances
Marital status and age of youngest person in the household are utilized as proxies of family-related 
time constraints in order to examine whether increased domestic and/or caring responsibilities put a 
disproportionate burden on workers' sleep, and to shed more light on observed gender differences 
in sleep duration. Time spent on housework and on childcare during the surveyed day are also 
examined in an alternative model specification. A detailed description of the contents of the two 
activity categories has been previously provided in Tables 5.2 and 5.5" .^ In order to examine the 
impact of both 'active' and 'passive' forms of childcare on sleep duration, two different measures of 
childcare are examined, one consisting solely of childcare activities reported as primary, and 
another also including activities reported as secondary. Although results presented below include 
only the former ('active' childcare), both sets of results are discussed in the following sections.
8.5 British workers' time allocation in paid and unpaid work activities
As mentioned in section 8.3, the socio-economic characteristics of the workers under study are 
almost the same as those of workers analysed in Chapters 6 and 7 and are therefore not discussed in 
detail here but are presented in Appendix C (Table C.l). However, before proceeding to a 
presentation of results, this section examines the time male and female workers spent on 
employment and domestic work activities on the surveyed day, which provides an initial 
demonstration of the different sources of temporal constraints that may be potentially influential for 
the sleep duration of the two sexes.
As seen in Table 8.1, men devote more hours to employment than women, with 18.3 per cent 
of men working between 9-10 hours, and 22.5 per cent exceeding 10 hours on a typical working 
weekday, whereas only 8.5 per cent and 6.4 per cent of women are found in the same working time 
groups. Additionally, the gender difference in the proportions of workers that report less than 8 
hours of paid work on the surveyed day is particularly large and constitutes a reflection of the high
46 The reader is referred to the technical report o f the UKTUS for details o f respondent descriptions that were coded as 
'housework' and 'childcare' during coding procedures (ONS 2003, 135-188).
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part-time employment rates of women in the UK (34.7 per cent of men as opposed to 64.7 per cent 
of women worked less than 8 hours). The same gender pattern holds for commuting, with women 
reporting much shorter commuting durations than men. These figures demonstrate that men's 
stronger labour market attachment leads a substantial percentage to spend exceptionally long days 
in the workplace, which may be additionally situated at a long distance, resulting in an overall very 
substantial daily time expenditure. As expected, the gender pattern is reversed for unpaid work 
activities, in which women devote more time than men do. For example, 26.6 per cent of women as 
opposed to only 13.7 per cent of men spend more than 2 hours undertaking domestic work tasks on 
a regular working weekday. A similar pattern is found for 'active' forms of childcare activities (i.e. 
reported as primary activities in the time diary). Although not displayed in Table 8.1, it should be 
noted that this gender pattern is only slightly more pronounced when more 'passive' forms of 
childcare activities are also taken into account (i.e. reported as secondary in the time diary, usually 
activities such as keeping an eye on the children or talking to them while doing household chores).
Table 8.1: Time allocation of British workers to paid and 
unpaid work activities by gender
Men W om en
% %
P aid  Work
<  8 hours 34.7 65.7
> 8 < = 9 hours 24.5 19.4
> 9 < = 10 hours 18.3 8.5
> 1 0  hours 22.5 6.4
Com m uting
N o commuting reported 10.9 12.8
1-20 minutes 17.8 25.4
2 1 -50  minutes 30.6 32.8
51 minutes -  2 hours 31.3 24.0
More than 2 hours 9.4 5.0
H ousework
Less than 30 minutes 35.1 2 5 3
3 1 -60  minutes 33.6 19.3
6 1-120  minutes 17.6 28.0
More than 2 hours 13.7 27.4
Childcare
N o childcare reported 78.2 67.9
Less than 30 minutes 9.6 9.6
30 minutes o f  more 12.2 22.5
Total (n) 1,621 1,248
Source: 2000 UK Tune Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Monday)- Thursday diaries.
2. Childcare reported as primary activity only.
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Overall, Table 8.1 demonstrates the gender specialization in paid and unpaid work activities, 
and the relatively high proportion of men whose weekday time resources seem to be particularly 
affected as a result of their labour market roles. If, as indicated by previous findings, sleep displays 
a stronger negative association with paid work than any other time use activity (Basner et al. 2007; 
Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; Szalai et al. 1972; Szalontai 2006), we can expect to find a higher 
occurrence of 'short sleepers' (i.e. sleeping for less than 6.5 hours on a regular working weekday) 
amongst men.
8.6 Results
8.6.1 Night-time sleep duration and lack of sleep amongst British workers
Table 8.2 shows different points in the distribution of sleep duration by gender, and demonstrates 
that, overall, women spend more time sleeping than men do, which suggests that the prevalence of 
the outcome of interest will be higher among men. Indeed, this is confirmed by Figure 8.1 that 
graphically displays the percentages of workers that are at the bottom of the sleep duration 
distribution, i.e. having reported a night-time sleep duration of less than 6.5 hours in their weekday 
time diaries. Almost fifteen (14.8) per cent of men as opposed to 8.3 per cent of women workers 
have short sleep durations that may be harmful for their health and safety if sustained for a long 
period of time. Whether this gender difference in sleep duration is indeed linked to gendered 
responsibilities in other spheres of everyday life, particularly men's stronger labour market 
attachment, is investigated in the following sections.
Table 8.2: Different points in the distribution of weekday night-time sleep duration by 
gender
Percentiles
____________________ 25____________50_______________ 75__________________
M en 6hrs 50min 7hrs 40min 8hrs 20min
W om en___________ 7hrs 20min 8hrs_____________ 8hrs 40min__________
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Monday — Thursday diaries.
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Figure 8.1: Prevalence of short night-time weekday sleep duration (less than 6.5 hours) 
by gender
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; B ars display percentages.
8.6.2 Activity correlates and socio-economic characteristics of ’short sleepers’: 
bivariate analyses
This section begins by examining the correlation coefficients of sleep duration with 4 different 
employment and domestic work activities: paid work, commuting, 'active' childcare (i.e. reported 
as a primary activity) and housework. As seen in Table 8.3, paid work indeed presents the strongest 
negative association with sleep duration for both men and women, followed by commuting for men 
and housework for women, although the correlation coefficients for these activities are much 
weaker. In contrast, the absence of correlation between sleep duration and time spent in 'active' 
childcare shows that the time spent in 'active' parent-child interaction during a regular working 
weekday does not have an impact on workers' sleep duration, contrary to previous accounts linking 
the 'second shift' with working mothers' sleep deficit (Hochschild and Machung 1989).
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Table 8.3: Correlates of weekday (Monday-Thursday) sleep duration with paid and unpaid 
work activities
Men Women
Housework -0.08** -0.11**
Childcare -0.02 -0.01
Paid work -0.25** -0.20**
Commuting______ -0.14**_________ -0.07**
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Sw’vey; Weights applied.
1. Spearman's rank correlation coefficients, **p  < 0.01.
2. Activities reported as prim ary on ly .
Table 8.4 focuses on the dependent variable of this study and examines its associations with 
a range of socio-economic predictors. As age increases, the occurrence of insufficient sleep 
becomes more common amongst workers, and the relationship is near linear. It is important to note 
that the gender difference becomes greater for the age group of 36-45 (17.1 per cent of men are 
'short sleepers' as opposed to only 7.5 women), despite the fact that this life stage has been 
previously shown to be the busiest for both genders (Chapter 6). This result can therefore be 
interpreted as further evidence for the significance of paid work roles in determining sleep duration, 
and for a potentially important negative health effect of men's increased labour market engagement 
during that life stage. In addition, a higher proportion of 'short sleepers' is found amongst men and 
women of a non-white ethnic background (22.7 per cent of non-white men as opposed to 14.4 per 
cent of white men are 'short sleepers', and 15.4 per cent of non-white women as opposed to 8.2 per 
cent of white ones).
Contrary to previous findings from US time use research, bivariate results do not support a 
negative association of association between sleep duration and weekly earnings (Table 8.4). In fact. 
Table 8.4 shows that there is a higher occurrence of short sleep among British workers in lower 
income groups. However, the association of short sleep with earnings was found to be insignificant 
for both genders (this is not reported in Table 8.4). This finding is also partly confirmed by the 
examination of the association between social class and insufficient sleep, which shows that, 
amongst men, it is not the highly paid occupational groups of large employers and managerial 
workers that have the highest proportions of 'short sleepers'.
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Table 8.4: Percentages of ’short sleepers* in different social 
groups
M en W om en
% %
Age Group 14.8 8 3
2 0 -25 12.8 5.3
2 6 -35 11.4 5.7
36-45 17.1 7.5
4 6 -55 16.2 12.1
5 6 -60 16.7 11.5
Weekly Earnings (£)
5 -1 4 9 16.9 6.9
150-249 16.8 6.7
2 50-349 14.3 14.1
350-499 14.2 3 2
500+ 13.5 7.7
M issing 13.5 10.5
lime Spent Commuting
N o commuting reported 6.8 4.4
1-20  minutes 13.8 7.9
2 1 -5 0  minutes 15.5 7.3
51 minutes -  2 hours 15.2 11.3
More than 2 hours 22.9 11.3
Shift work
Yes 22.8 12.4
No 12.8 7.6
Unsocial Hours
Yes 19.5 17.3
No 9.5 4.5
Total (n) 1,621 1,248
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Insufficient sleep threshold: 6.5 hours night-time sleep duration.
2. Monday-Thursday diaries.
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Table 8.4 (cont): Percentages of'short sleepers' in different 
social groups
M en W om en
% %
S ocia l Class
Large Employers & Managerial 15.9 11.5
Higher Professionals 13.4 3.5
Intermediate 19.5 4.8
Small Employers & Own account 10.7 4.9
Lower supervisory 9.4 11.4
Semi Routine & Routine 18.0 8 3
Time S pen t in P aid  Work
Less than 8 hrs 13.1 7.3
> 8 < = 9 hrs 13.1 6.6
> 9 < = lOhrs 14.1 9.4
> 10 hrs 20.1 2 2 2
M arita l Status
Married/cohabiting 14.4 8 3
Single 15.2 7.4
Divorced/W idowed 18.9 10.3
E thnicity
WTrite 14.4 8 2
Non-white 22.7 15.4
A ge o f  Youngest P erson in th e  H hd
0 -2 16.3 9.9
3 -4 13.1 10.6
5 -9 14.8 5.5
10-15 13.3 6.5
16-17 8.1 12.3
18 + . 15.5 . 8.7
Total (n) 1,621 7 ^ 4 8
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Insufficient sleep threshold: 6.5 hours night-time sleep duration.
2. Mondcry-Thiirsday diaries.
Intermediate as well as routine/semi-rdutine occupations present a higher prevalence of 
potentially 'sleep deprived' workers than managerial occupations (19.5 per cent for intermediate 
workers, 18 per cent for routine and semi routine occupations, and 15.9 per cent for higher 
managerial occupations). For women, the patterns of association with social class are different and 
Table 8.4 shows that it is large employers and managerial occupations as well as lower supervisory 
workers that have the highest proportions of 'short sleepers’. The substantial narrowing of the 
gender gap for managerial occupations is important, taking into account that this occupational 
group consists almost exclusively of full-time employees, which is not the case for other 
occupational groups of women. This result thus provides some first evidence that women who 
share the same sets of roles and responsibilities in the labour market with men (i.e. being in a full­
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time managerial occupation) may be facing similar risks of not getting sufficient sleep at the end of 
the working day. At the same time, the fact that lower supervisory occupations have a lower 
prevalence of short sleep than all other occupational groups in the case of men (only 9.4 per cent) 
and the highest for women (11.3 per cent) may be an indicator of the differential content and nature 
of the occupations of certain NS-SEC groups for men and women, and of the possibility of a 
differential impact of certain types of occupations on sleep duration according to gender.
In accordance with previous findings, a strong negative association between sleep duration 
and long working hours is found. The increase in 'short sleepers' is dramatic among those reporting 
more than 10 hours of paid work per day, with 20.1 per cent of men and 22 per cent of women 
reporting under 6.5 h hours of sleep. As earlier in the case of managerial workers, the tiny minority 
of women (6.4 per cent. Table 8.1) who are in (mostly higher-level) occupations that demand an 
increased time commitment experience similar risks of partial sleep deprivation as men. No 
differences in the risk of insufficient sleep are found between workers of other working time 
groups. A similar pattern is found for time spent commuting to and from the workplace. While only 
6.8 per cent of men who did not report any commuting in their diary are 'short sleepers', the 
increase is dramatic for men commuting more than 2 hours on the diary day, with 22 per cent 
obtaining insufficient sleep. This negative association is not as pronounced for women, with only 
12 per cent that reported spending more than 2 hours in commuting obtaining a short sleep 
duration. Finally, in accordance with prior expectations, working shifts and/or during unsocial 
hours are both associated with short sleep duration for both men and women workers.
Bivariate results concerning time constraints from family roles do not tell a clear story, and 
do not provide supporting evidence for previous suggestions regarding a spillover of parental and 
domestic roles on women's sleep. An almost equal proportion of 'short sleepers' is found between 
married and single women (8.3 and 7.4 per cent respectively), and inadequate sleep is actually 
slightly more prevalent amongst divorced women, who may be facing greater domestic and 
childcare roles as well as financial difficulties (10.3 per cent). The gender gap does not differ 
substantially for married workers compared to the other marital status groups, which refutes 
hypotheses regarding the unequal division of domestic tasks potentially affecting married working 
women's sleep. Similarly, findings suggest that the presence of a child in the household does not 
bring significant changes in workers’ sleep duration, as a consistent pattern of association with 
inadequate sleep cannot be discerned for either gender.
Overall, bivariate analyses suggest that occupational circumstances are linked with the risk 
of insufficient night-time sleep duration, while family responsibilities do not have a direct effect on 
night-time sleep duration. Having provided an initial exploration of the socio-economic
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associations of sleep deprivation, the analysis now moves to the multivariate analysis of covariates 
in order to produce a more textured understanding of predictors' relative effects and interactions.
8.6.3 Predicting lack of sleep: multivariate logistic regression models
In this section additive logistic regression models predicting the probability of a worker getting 
insufficient sleep are presented separately by gender (Tables 8.5 and 8.6). Results from a logistic 
regression model of the combined sample of men and women, as well as significant interactions 
between gender and other predictors are reported at the end of the section. Four models are 
specified: The first one controlling for demographic characteristics, the second for time spent on 
paid work, the third for the rest of occupational-related variables (time spent commuting to and 
from the workplace, shift work status and social class), and a last model controlling for family 
related variables. The variable of weekly individual earnings was not included in the logistic 
models as it was not found to have a significant association with insufficient night-time sleep 
duration in bivariate analyses (i.e. chi-square test was not significant). The same holds for unsocial 
working hours that displayed some degree of multicollinearity with other occupational variables, as 
evidenced during the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) diagnostic tests. For each predictor variable, 
the category with the lowest probability of getting short sleep in bivariate analyses is defined as the 
reference category.
Model 1 controls for age and ethnicity. As seen in Table 8.5 for men, there is no significant 
age effect among men, while age is significant in the model for women (Table 8.6, p<0.05). Young 
women aged 20-25 are less likely to obtain 6.5 hours of sleep per day than women at the 46-55 age 
group (OR=2.75, p<0.05). On the other hand. Model 1 reveals a pattern of disadvantage in the 
night-time sleep duration of non-white male and female workers (men OR=1.89, p<0.05; women 
OR=2.63, p<0.05).
Model 2 controls for working hours. The anticipated effect is found, with men working more 
than 10 hours per day presenting significantly higher risks of obtaining under 6.5 hours of sleep 
(OR=1.69, p<0.01) than men working up to 8 hours (Table 8.5). The odds ratio is even higher for 
women working more than 10 hours a day (OR=3.5, p<0.001) contrasted with those working up to 
8 hours (Table 8.6). On the other hand, the inclusion of working time does not change the odds 
ratios for non-white ethnic groups, demonstrating that the disadvantage in non-white workers' sleep 
duration is not related to the amount of time they spent in paid work on weekdays.
Model 3 controls for time spent in commuting, occupational class, and shift work status.
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which bring an improvement in model fit of both models and also increase the pseudo R square, as 
indicated in the relevant statistics at the bottom of Tables 8.5 and 8.6. Social class is a significant 
predictor of inadequate sleep for men, but not for women. As already shown in Table 8.4, men in 
lower supervisory and technical occupations are less likely to have a short sleep duration than other 
occupational groups. At the same time, self-employed men (i.e. small employers and own account 
workers) appear to have more control over their sleep time allocation as opposed to all other 
contracted occupational categories (Table 8.5). On the other hand, the risk of getting short sleep is 
great at both the high and low end of the occupational spectrum, and for intermediate occupations 
that present the highest risk of inadequate sleep (OR=3.25, p<0.001). These findings indicate that 
short sleep duration is not only a result of working long hours, but also of other characteristics that 
are particular among certain occupational classes and cannot be controlled for in this analysis. Time 
spent commuting further contributes to.the probability of getting insufficient sleep, but the effect is 
stronger for men than for women. Women with relatively short commutes are not more 
disadvantaged in their sleep duration that those that do not commute at all, while for men a 20 
minute commute is associated with a substantial increase in their probability of getting insufficient 
night-time sleep (OR=2.13, p<0.05. Table 8.5). Similarly, men commuting for more than 3 hours 
have a dramatic increase in the probability of short sleep (OR=4.50, p<0.001).
Shift work is marginally insignificant for women (p=0.07), while for men it exerts a very 
strong effect on the probability of getting an inadequate sleep duration (OR=2.08, p<0.001). It 
should also be noted that the inclusion of shift work in the logistic equation (Model 3) reduces and 
renders the effect of ethnicity insignificant for men (Model 2: OR=1.78, p<0.05. Model 3: 
OR=1.44, NS), providing important evidence that ethnic differences in men's short sleep duration 
in the UK are related to non-white groups disadvantaged position in the labour market, in 
occupations with 'adverse' working time arrangements.
174
Table 8.5: Logistic regressions predicting weekday lack of sleep (less than 6.5 hours) of
men workers
(1) (2) (3) (4)
OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl
Age Group p=.7 p=.07 *
20-25 1 1 1 1
26-35 0.80 0.46-1.39 0.74 0.42-1.29 0.85 0.48-1.50 0.87 0.47-1.61
36-45 1.27 0.77-2.16 1.20 0.71-2.02 1.45 0.84-2.49 1.74 0.95-3.19
46-55 1.32 0.77-2.24 1.26 0.74-2.15 1.50 0.86-2.60 1.92* 1.02-3.61
55-60 1.44 0.74-2.79 1.40 0.72-2.71 1.80* 1.02-3.57 2.19* 1.02-4.76
Ethnicity * p=.23 p=.21
White 1 1 1 1
Non-white 1.89* 1.07-3.31 1.78* 1.00-3.15 1.44 0.79-2.61 1.45 0.79-2.66
Time Spent in Paid Work **
Less than 8 hours 1 1 1
> 8 < -  9 hours 0.97 0.66—1.44 1.01 0.67-1.50 1.02 0.68-1.52
> 9 < = lOhours 1.06 0.69-1.61 1.14 0.74-1.76 1.17 0.76-1.81
> 10  hours 1.69** 1.18-2.43 1.82** 1.26-2.65 1.88** 1.30-2.77
Social Class
Large Employers & Managerial 2.47** 1.39-4.38 2.57** t  1.44-4.59
Higher Professionals 2.32* 1.17-4.62 2.31**t 1.16-4.62
Intermediate 3.25** 1.62-6.54 330*** 1 1.63-6.70
Small Employers & Own account 1.86 _ 0.92-3.78. 1.91 0.60-3.60
Lower supervisory 1 1
Semi Routine & Routine 2.68** 1.50-4.79 2.71** t  1.51-4.87
Time Sp ent Co mmuting ***
No commuting reported 1 1
1-20 minutes 2.13* 1.04-4.39 2.07 0.99-437
21-50 minutes 2.46** 1.24-4.89 2.51* 1.26-4.99
51 minutes -  2 hours 2.90* 1.2W .76 232* 1.17-4.60
More than 2 hours 4.50*** 2.13-9.51 4.64*** 2.18-9.81
Working Shifts *** ***
Yes 2.08*** 1.47-2.96 2.08*** 1.47-2.96
No 1 1
Marital Status p=.13
M arr ie d/C oh abit ing 0.69 0.43-1.13
Single 1
Divorced/Widowed 1.17 0.55-2.47
Age o f Youngest Person in Hhd p=.18
0-2 338* 1.15-8.51
3-4 2.29 0.70-7.53
5-9 2.06 0.60-6.02
10-15 1.78 0.62-5.10
16-17 238 0.84-6.16
18 + 1
Nagelkerke R square 0.01 0.03 0.09 0.10
-2Log likelihood 1303.41 1292.83 1238.11 1226.25
A -2Log likelihood,sig. 10.58* 54.72* 11.86
Source: 2000 UKTime Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference category* p <  0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
2. t  Significant gender dffei-ence o f coefficients.
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Table 8.6: Logistic regressions predicting weekday lack of sleep (less than 6.5 hours) of
women workers
(1) (2) (3) (4)
OR 95% C l OR 95% C l OR 95% C l OR 95% C l
Age Group * * *
20-25 1 1 1 1
26-35 1.15 0.47-2.78 1.19 0.49-2.91 1.27 0.51-3.14 1.35 0.52-3.52
36-45 1.55 0.66-3.63 1.68 0.71-3.98 1.68 0.70-4.06 2.37 0.89-6.27
46-55 2.75* 1.21-6.27 2.78* 1.21-6.38 2.82* 1.21-6.60 4.19** 1.56-9.26
56-60 2.34 0.83-6.57 2.47 0.87-7.00 2.69 0.93-7.80 3.84* 1.17-9.62
Ethnicity * * p=.92 p = .ll
White 1 1 1 1
Non-white 2.63* 1.07-6.43 2.34* 1.07-6.38 2.32 0.87-6.17 2.28 0.84-6.23
Time Spent in Paid Work
Less than 8 hours 1 1 1
> 8 < = 9 hours 0.93 0.38-1.65 0.79 0.49-1.43 0.81 0.44-1.46
> 9 < = 1 Ohours 1.40 0.68-2.85 1.07 0.52-2.23 1.05 0.50-2.21
> 10 hours 3.59*** 1.96-6.60 2.76** 1.46-5.27 2.80** 1.45-5.42
Social Class p=.15 p=.12t
Large Employers & Managerial 0.96 0.43-2.18 0.961 0.42-2.18
Higher Professionals 0.28 0.50-1.60 0.25 t 0.05-1.46
Intermediate 0.42 0.17-1.09 0.411 0.16-1.07
Small Employers & Own account 0.53 0.13-2.11 0.51 0.12-2.04
Lower supervisoiy 1 1
Semi Routine & Routine 0.73 0.32-1.67 0.721 0.51-1.69
Time Spent Commuting * *
N o commuting reported 1 1
1-20 minutes 1.94 0.76-4.96 2.08 0.80-5.36
21-50  minutes 1.78 0.70-4.51 1.86 0.73-4.76
51 minutes -  2 hours 2.75** 1.08-6.93 2.90** 1.14-7.40
More than 2 hours 2.86** 1.05-8.58 3.08** 1.05-9.79
Working Shifts p=.07 p=.08
Yes 1.61 0.85-2.71 1.60 0.94-2.72
No 1 1
Marital Status p=.50
Married/Cohabiting 0.66 0.33-1.35
Single 1
Divorced/Widowed 0.79 0.32-1.95
Age o f Youngest Person in the Hhd p=.10
0-2 2.27 0.70-7.41
3-4 2.77 0.72-9.64
5-9 0.92 0.31-2.77
10-15 0.70 0.35-1.98
16-17 0.99 0.40-2.38
18 + 1
Nagelkerke R square 0.03 0.06 0.1 0.11
-2Log likelihood 683.61 667.86 646.52 638.03
A -2Log Ukehhood, sig. 15.75** 21.34* 8.49
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference category) * p  < 0.05, * * p <  0.01,
2. t  Significant gender difference o f  coefficients.
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With the hypothesis that occupational roles' influence men's sleep duration confirmed, the 
final Model (4) controls for family circumstances, namely marital status and age of the youngest 
person in the household. As seen in Table 8.6, no pattern of association is found between marital 
status or age of the youngest person in the household with women's sleep duration. Confidence 
intervals for women in households with young children under 4 years old are particularly wide, 
which is partly a result of the small numbers of women workers in these categories in the sample 
(see Appendix C, Table C.l). To a certain extent, this may also be interpreted as evidence for the 
varying effect of young children on working mothers' sleep. On the other hand, men living with an 
infant under 2 years of age have 3.38 times higher odds of getting insufficient sleep compared to 
those living in adult-only households (Table 8.5). It should also be noted that, after adjusting for 
occupational and family circumstances, both men and women over the age of 44 present a higher 
risk of obtaining insufficient sleep duration than workers aged 20-25, which suggests the 
possibility of physiological and biological age differences affecting sleep duration.
Overall, the inclusion of family-related variables in the logistic model does not bring a 
significant improvement in model fit for either men or women, as demonstrated by the relevant 
statistics, whilst occupational variables remain stronger predictors of insufficient sleep, particularly 
for men. An alternative model specification that controlled for actual time spent in housework and 
'active' childcare (i.e. reported as primary) on the surveyed day instead of marital status and age of 
the youngest person in the household was also specified. Table 8.7 displays the odd ratios of these 
2 variables in a model that controls for all other occupational and demograpliic predictors 
(equivalent to Model 4 in Tables 8.5 and 8.6). As may be seen in Table 8.7, this alternative model 
provides similar results regarding family roles, and does not show a clear effect of parental and 
domestic roles on working women's sleep duration. This result remained the same even when 
'passive' forms of childcare (i.e. reported as secondary activities) were added in the alternative 
logistic model.
However, the model provides further evidence that working men who also engage into 
housework activities and/or childcare during a regular working day are more likely to suffer from 
partial sleep deprivation that those who completely abstain from domestic and/or parenthood 
responsibilities (Table 8.7). Finally, it should also be noted here that the specification of a 
multilevel logistic regression model (with the household as the upper level) at an early stage of this 
project also returned similar non-significant results concerning the relationship of women's night­
time sleep duration with household circumstances.
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Table 8.7: Odds ratios for time spent on housework and childcare; fully-adjusted 
multivariate logistic regression model predicting weekday lack of sleep (less than 
6.5 hours) by gender
M en W om en
H ousew ork *** H ousew ork *
Less than 30 minutes 1 Less than 30 minutes 1
31 -60  minutes 1.92*** 3 1 -60  minutes 0.95
61 -120  minutes 2.01*** 61—120 minutes 1.09
More than 2 hours 3.21*** More than 2 hours 2.11*
p=.2
C hildcare C hildcare
Less than 30 minutes 1 Less than 30 minutes 1
30 minutes o f  more 1.83** 30 minutes o f  more 0.94
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance of difference from reference categoiy * p <  0.05, **p < 0.01, *** p <  0.001.
2. Adjustedfor time spent in paid work, age, ethnicity, social class, shift work status and time 
spent commuting.
3. Childcare reported as primary activity.
Following the examination of separate gender logistic regression models, a joint-sex model was 
specified in order to examine the extent to which gender differences in the risk of being a short 
sleeper can be accounted by other gendered responsibilities associated with occupational and 
family roles. Interaction terms between gender and all the other predictors were also created and 
included in the model.
In the first logistic model that only controlled for demographic characteristics (i.e. age and 
ethnic group), the odds ratio for men's risk of getting insufficient sleep compared to women was 
1.87 (p<0.001). This odds ratio was reduced to 1.40 (p<0.001) in the fully-adjusted final model. 
Although the reduction might not seem particularly substantial at a first glance, the nature of the 
dependent variable and its biological underpinnings must be kept in mind in the assessment: there 
indeed exist biological aspects of the difference in men's and women's sleep duration this analysis 
cannot touch upon, but it is important that, to a certain extent, gender differences in sleep duration 
are linked to gendered responsibilities in other spheres of everyday life, particularly labour market 
engagement. Part of the population-wide gender difference in sleep duration and in the occurrence 
of a potentially harmful short sleep duration is related to men's and women's positions in 
employment and family spheres of everyday life.
There was only one significant interaction that was found to improve model fit, that between 
gender and social class (p<0.01). This gender difference of coefficients for social class is only 
indicated by a cross (t)  in Tables 8.5 and 8.6. The interaction essentially confirms that social class
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has virtually no effect upon women's sleep, but that it significantly influences men's probability of 
getting insufficient sleep.
8.7 Summary and concluding remarks
By examining the extent to which time constraints from work and family roles are linked to an 
insufficient night-time sleep duration, this chapter made a contribution to previous research on the 
sociological aspects of sleep, and introduced sleep as a novel ingredient in the work-life balance 
agenda. Following the specification of a scientifically-informed threshold of inadequate night-time 
sleep duration (at less than 6.5 hours), the empirical analysis proceeded to identify the socio­
economic characteristics of British workers who are more likely to be 'short sleepers' on a regular 
workday and thus be at a higher risk of suffering from partial sleep deprivation and its adverse 
health and safety consequences. Multivariate logistic regression models were specified in order to 
test the hypothesis of a contribution of increased work and family roles to the risk of partial sleep 
deprivation, and to examine possible interactions between these two different spheres of everyday 
life.
Results have shown that a significant minority of British workers are getting insufficient 
sleep on a regular workday, and it should additionally be kept in mind that the actual prevalence of 
insufficient sleep is in fact somewhat higher as the dependent variable refers to time spent in bed 
rather than actual sleep (see section 8.4.1b). Sleep duration exhibits substantial variation among 
British workers, and the prevalence of insufficient sleep varies between different social groups. In 
line with previous findings, this study confirmed that the most influential waking activity for sleep 
duration is paid work and its duration, and provided strong support for theoretical propositions 
regarding a negative effect of a demanding working life on sleep. Long working hours, lengthy 
commutes, and non-standard working time arrangements (shift work and unsocial working hours'*^) 
all compress sleep duration and increase the probability of lack of sleep and, potentially, the risk of 
partial sleep deprivation. Although these circumstances are more common for men due to their 
stronger labour market engagement and the time requirements of many mostly male-dominated 
occupations, the analysis provided evidence that they have similar or even greater effects on those 
women who also follow full-time careers and have the same set of time-demanding work roles as 
men. As previously in the case of relative time poverty, the analysis found no relationship between 
social status (measured with the CAMSIS scale) and sleep duration, therefore the theoretical
47 Working (or commuting) during unsocial working hours (outside 8am-8pm) yielded an odds ratio o f 3.30 (p<0.001) in 
an alternative model specification.
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argument regarding a sleep compression practice of high social status workers due to a higher 
interest in the (waking) activities of paid work and entertainment cannot be validated for the British 
context (Williams 2005).
A complex relationship between occupational class and weekday night-time sleep that varies 
across gender was found, which may relate to a series of unobserved characteristics relating to 
different occupational groups such as work intensity, stress, or differential spillover of work 
responsibilities and worries in other spheres of everyday life. An interesting finding regarding 
social class is the absence of risk for self-employed men, who were previously found to experience 
a higher risk of being persistently time deprived (Chapter 6). Previous research from Finland has 
also found that the self-employed sleep more than other workers and enjoy less leisure on both 
weekdays and weekends, which was attributed to the stress and fatigue from the long working 
hours that are characteristic to this occupational group (Hyytinen and Ruuskanen 2007). Flowever, 
insights from qualitative research would also be useful to ascertain the reasons why the self- 
employed choose to allocate more time on sleep and significantly less time than the rest of the 
working population at leisure. Overall, this study provides some first evidence that occupational 
position may be an important 'causal component' in the sleeping lives of workers, and suggests that 
class variations in sleep may be an important part in the mechanisms of persisting class outcomes 
in mortality and health in Britain (Scott 2002).
The study did not provide evidence for an influence of domestic work and childcare 
responsibilities on sleep duration, and therefore previous suggestions regarding the second shift 
having a detrimental effect on working women's sleep duration are not supported. Overall, and in 
accordance with previous research, a gender difference in the occurrence of short sleep was found, 
with men sleeping significantly less than women on a regular working weekday, thus being more 
likely to suffer from lack of sleep. Although unravelling the mechanisms of gender differences in 
short sleep is by no means a simple research task, this research provided important evidence for a 
social aspect of this gender difference that stems from men's stronger labour market engagement. 
In this respect, this study adds to the relatively sparse existing literature on the sociological 
explanations of gender differences in sleep problems (Chen et al. 2005), and emphasizes the 
importance of undertaking more studies that consider both biomedical and sociological 
perspectives in a more systematic manner in order to produce a nuanced understanding of such 
gender differences. However, it should be noted that not all the ways gender can influence time 
allocation stem directly from gender differences in responsibilities in employment and family 
spheres. Associated gendered identities may also be influential, and it is thus possible that men's 
viewing of sleep as a 'lack of moral fibre' and an 'unfortunate necessity' also contributes to the 
curtailment of their sleep duration, whilst the enactment of feminine behaviours may not involve as
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much 'risk-taking' with one's health as does the enactment of appropriate masculine behaviours 
(Burgard, Ailshire, and Hughes 2010; Courtenay 2000; Meadows 2005; Meadows, Arber, Venn, 
and Hislop 2008).
Overall, this chapter has provided evidence for the promise of sleep as a new frontier of 
empirical research that can shed light on novel and important aspects of the quality of life 
consequences of gender and class positions, and demonstrated that, by moving away from the focus 
on the family and/or on free time and leisure, it is possible to unravel different sources of 
disadvantage that may significantly affect workers' every day functioning and well-being. 
However, it should be acknowledged that its scope was somewhat limited as a result of the sleep 
data available in the time use survey that did not allow the measurement and examination of 
problems such as fragmented sleep that may also be affecting the sleep quality of workers, 
particularly those with young children (Burgard 2011). Additionally, the relative imprecision of 
weekend estimates prevented me from the examination of compensation for the sleep deficit of the 
working week. These methodological shortcomings alongside the limitations arising from the 
cross-sectional nature of the UKTUS are discussed in the concluding chapter of this thesis.
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9. FREE TIME RESOURCES AND ACTIVE' LEISURE 
PARTICIPATION IN THE ABSENCE OF PAID WORK 
RESPONSIBILITIES: A CASE STUDY
9.1 Introduction
Given that one of this thesis' main objectives is to shed light on uncharted quality of life 
inequalities resulting from family positions and working time circumstances, previous empirical 
chapters have focused exclusively on the time use patterns of the British working population. 
Overall, and as previously discussed in Chapter 4, the majority of existing time use analyses have 
thus far concentrated on the economically active population, while, with the exception of children, 
groups that are not active in the labour market have received remarkably little attention. As a result, 
little is known about the everyday life of social groups such as the unemployed and the retired, and 
a series of questions regarding time allocation in the absence of paid work responsibilities remain 
unanswered. In order to address this omission, this final empirical chapter shifts its attention to 
economically inactive people over the age of 60, and focuses on the topics of free time resources 
and leisure to explore how the absence of employment roles and the corresponding increase in 
temporal autonomy during this life-course stage influence out-of-home 'active' leisure participation, 
whilst taking into account other leisure constraints specific to the older population.
Everyday life in older ages, particularly leisure, has always constituted a theme of central 
interest for gerontologists and sociologists of ageing (Kleemeier 1961). Aside from the theoretical 
interest on the use of free time in the absence of employment commitments, the topic has also 
attracted the attention of both social scientists and policy makers because of the strong association 
of 'active' leisure pursuits with positive, both subjective and objective, health and well-being 
outcomes in later life. Among other things, 'active' out-of-home leisure has been found to compress 
morbidity, increase individual well-being, reverse the rate of cognitive decline, promote reduction 
of social isolation among older people and increase overall life satisfaction (Agahi and Parker 
2008; Lennartsson and Silverstein 2001; Rowe and Kahn 1997; Sneegas 1986; Verghese et al. 
2003; Woo and Moon 1996; also see Fast et al. 2006, 7 for a review on outcomes of seniors' 
engagement with different activities). As a result, active ageing has become synonymous with 
'successful ageing', and is being consistently promoted by public policies in the UK both at a 
national and at a local level (Department of Work and Pensions 2003).
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At the same time, a series of theoretical propositions have been made within social 
gerontology regarding leisure engagement in older ages. While earlier approaches were built 
around the ideas of exclusion, dependency and disengagement of older people, who were depicted 
as needy and frail, more recent theoretical accounts have envisaged radical changes in the social 
category of older age and its experience, viewing life after retirement as an expanded leisure phase 
and a period of high activity and involvement (Gilleard and Higgs 2000; Neugarten 1974; Laslett 
1987). It was suggested that, the emergence of retirement as a social institution, the decrease of 
retirement age and the increase of healthy years' life expectancy after exit from the labour market 
would lead to an increased engagement with personally fulfilling 'active' leisure pursuits (Gilleard 
and Higgs 2000; Laslett 1987; Weiss and Bass 2002) contributing to the creation of a new life- 
course stage before the final years of life, that of the Third Age. However, other social science 
fields suggest that the loss of one's work role and its main 'latent' functions of providing a time 
structure and a basis for social interaction and regular activity (Jahoda 1982) may bring about a 
'temporal imbalance', with an older person's free time gradually becoming 'painful monotony' 
(McKinnon 1992, 104). Other theoretical and empirical approaches have concentrated on the 
continuity of leisure patterns after retirement, suggesting that later life leisure participation is 
actually dependent on the degree of participation during previous life-course stages, but may also 
be negatively influenced by other factors specific to the ageing process such as the loss of one's 
spouse or health deterioration (Agahi, Ahacic, and Parker 2006; Atchley 1971; Long 1987).
However, despite the plethora of theoretical propositions regarding leisure practices of older 
people, sociology's knowledge on retired people’s daily lives still remains surprisingly limited 
(Hills, Herzog, and Juster 1999). As Gauthier and Smeeding note (2003), most studies providing 
information on everyday life after retirement rely on small non-representative samples of 
respondents, often of less than 200 (Hooker and Ventis 1984; Larson, Zuzanek, and Mannell 1985). 
Fewer analyses of large-scale representative social surveys on daily life after retirement exist, 
examining participation in different out-of-home leisure activities (Chung et al. 2009). Despite their 
methodological advantages, time diary studies have not been analysed extensively to unravel daily 
life and leisure pursuits in older ages. The few existing studies have focused on cross-national 
aggregate differences in leisure participation and historical trends in the time use of older adults 
(Gauthier and Smeeding 2003; Charlemaigne and Gauthier 2005), time budget differences of the 
working and the retired population (Fast and Frederick 2004; Frederick and Fast 2004), and social 
contacts after retirement (Patulny 2009). No previous time use analysis has explicitly addressed the 
relative importance of the absence of work roles and free time availability for leisure participation 
in the British context, and an assessment of the various factors that lead to a complete lack of
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participation from 'active' out-of-home leisure (the outcome variable of Chapter 7) has not yet been 
made.
9.2 Aims and structure of the chapter
Taking into account the omission of social sciences to capitalize on time-use surveys in order to 
scrutinize the impacts of ageing and of the lack of paid work responsibilities on free time resources 
and leisure participation, this chapter aims to answer the following questions:
1. What are the differences in the time allocation, ffee  time resources and use o f  free time time o f  
older economically inactive people as opposed to the working population?
2. What are the most important determinants o f  an exclusively 'passive' use o f  free time in older 
ages?
3. Does the amount o f free time remain an important predictor of'active' leisure participation in 
older ages, after controlling for other factors?
By addressing these research questions this chapter sheds light on the daily time allocation of older 
people in the UK, and assesses relevant theories that predict an increased out-of-home leisure 
participation for older ages. At the same time, this investigation constitutes one of the few attempts 
to link patterns of time use to life-course transitions, thereby highlighting the importance of a life- 
course perspective in time use research.
It should be noted here that the analyses that compare the use of free time of working and 
older people, should be interpreted with caution: Given the very different socio-demographic 
characteristics of these 2 groups (demonstrated in section 9.5), it is not possible to assume that as 
they age, British workers will adopt the same patterns of time use as those observed for the 2000 
cohort of people over the age of 60. Still, in the absence of longitudinal time use data, cross- 
sectional comparisons constitute one of the most appropriate methods to proxy the impact of the 
ageing process and retirement on daily time use. Future research that could address this lacuna is 
discussed in the final chapter of the thesis.
The chapter is structured as follows: the next sections present the sample and the 
independent variables that are employed for the first time in this chapter, and a discussion of the
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socio-demographic characteristics of the sample follows. Results are presented next, with the first 
part focusing on comparisons of the time allocation, free time resources and use of free time of 
working and older people, and the second part on the analysis of determinants of an exclusively 
'passive' leisure lifestyle. The concluding remarks return to the 3 research questions and summarize 
findings, locating them within the wider literature on leisure and ageing.
9.3 Data
This chapter capitalizes on a subsample of 1,634 individuals over the age of 60 that were classified 
as economically inactive during the individual UKTUS interview, and whose time diaries did not 
contain any employment episode. Individuals who defined themselves as retired but still reported 
paid work activities in their diaries are excluded from the analysis, as this is taken as evidence of 
engagement with a so-called 'bridge job' (Quinn and Kozy 1996), and the transition from work to 
retirement for these individuals can therefore be considered to be incomplete. Respondents that 
completed only one diary are also omitted as well as those whose time diaries contained a high 
number of missing time periods. The sample of economically active people aged 20-60 analysed in 
Chapters 6 and 7 is the one used for comparisons (see section 6.3 and Table 6.1 for sample 
selection and demographic characteristics respectively). Results are weighted by the individual- 
level ungrossed weight that corrects for non-response.
9.4 Variables and measures
In order to unravel differences and similarities in the free time allocation and leisure patterns 
during working life and after retirement, this analysis makes use of the same free time and leisure 
variables employed in Chapters 6 and 7. Similarly, the majority of independent variables have been 
previously utilized in Chapters 6 and 7. Two new variables are introduced in order to measure 
health and family constraints specific to this life-course stage: The presence of a long-standing 
limiting illness is used as a proxy of health status. This variable consists of 3 categories (no illness, 
long-standing illness but not limiting, and limiting long-standing illness) and is derived from 2 
questions that were asked of respondents during the personal UKTUS interview (do you have any 
health problems/disabilities that you expect will last more than one year? If yes, do [these] health 
problems limit actions?). Caring roles were measured with a question of the UKTUS personal
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interview regarding responsibility for the care of sick, disabled and/or elderly people living either 
with the respondent or in another household'*^ The variable is a binary (yes/no).
Time from complete exit from the labour market is calculated from respondents' responses to 
the question 'in which year did you leave you last paid job?"’^  and is included in the analysis to 
provide insight on the potential influence that the duration from an individuals' complete 
relinquishment from paid work roles may have on time use and leisure participation. The variable 
is grouped into 5 categories: less than 5 years, 5-10 years, 11-15 years, more than 15 years ago, 
never held a paid job.
Because of the overall lower level of educational attainment that characterizes the older age 
group, some categories of the previously used education variable (see section 7.3.2) contain very 
small numbers. The education variable utilized for this analysis is therefore grouped into 3 main 
categories:
1. High level (degree level education, nursing qualification, HNC and A-levels vocational level 3).
2. Low/trade level (0-levels, GCSE, trade apprenticeships, other vocational and professional 
qualifications, and city guilds).
3. No qualifications.
As discussed earlier in Chapters 6 and 7, social class is measured by the tliree-category National 
Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC), which classifies respondents according to 
employment relations and occupational conditions of their most recent job. As well as 
managerial/higher professional, intermediate, and routine/manual social class groups, a fourth 
group consists of people that have never worked and could therefore not be assigned to an 
occupational class, as well as people with missing information on this variable. It should be noted 
that, a further examination of this category's income and assets did not provide clear information 
regarding their material circumstances and, as a result, interpretation of results for this category is 
somewhat problematic.
48 The analysis also examined the influence of grandparenthood roles with the use of childcare activity codes. However, 
a very small proportion o f the analytic sample (less than 9 per cent) reported childcare activities (either as primary or 
secondary), and for this reason results concerning this variable are not reported (there was no association found between 
grandparenthood activities and 'active' leisure participation).
49 Regardless of their employment status in the last job (i.e. last job could have been a part-time bridge job after 
retirement fi'om a previous full-time job).
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9.5 Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample under study
Before proceeding to the presentation of results, this section discusses the socio-demographic 
characteristics of the sample under study. What is characteristic for this group of economically 
inactive people aged 60 and over is that a large proportion of both men and women have no 
educational qualifications, namely 62 per cent of men and 72 per cent of women Older men are 
more educated, with 22 per cent reporting high qualifications as opposed to only 12 per cent of 
women. The same pattern of gender difference is found in social class groupings: 32 per cent of 
older men have a professional/managerial background as opposed to only 15 per cent of women. 
Before exiting the labour market, women in the sample primarily occupied intermediate and routine 
manual occupations (21 and 41 per cent respectively) while 22 per cent in this sample reported that 
they never had a paid job. More than one third of women aged 60 and over exited the labour market 
more than 15 years before the time of the UKTUS fieldwork (i.e. before 1985), reflecting the 
impact that marriage and/or motherhood had on the employment trajectories of women of older 
cohorts in Britain (Dex 1984).
There are no gender differences in health status, and approximately 40 per cent of both men 
and women report suffering from an illness that they perceive as limiting for their everyday life. 
Another key difference between older men and women regards marital status: 74 per cent of men 
are married as opposed to 49 per cent of women, as widowhood has a much higher prevalence for 
women (Table 9.1). As a result, more women than men live alone (43 per cent and 23 per cent 
respectively), which may exert an influence on their time allocation and leisure engagement. 
Finally, approximately 15 per cent of both economically inactive men and women aged 60 and over 
have caring responsibilities, reporting direct responsibility for a disabled, sick or elderly person. 
Further examinations did not find class differences in caring responsibilities.
50 The number o f working people aged 20-60 with no qualifications is almost negligible (see Appendix B, Table B .l), 
which confirms the limitation o f this cross-sectional investigation previously discussed in section 9.2, given that 
education has been previously found to be a major predictor o f daily 'active' leisure participation for working people 
(Chapter 7).
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Table 9.1: Socio-economic profile of economically inactive people aged over 60
Men Women
% %
S e x 42.4 57.6
A g e  G r o u p
60-64 17.6 18.3
65-69 26.3 22.7
70-74 23.0 21.6
75-79 19.6
80-98 13.5 16.6
E d u c a t i o n
High 21.6
Trade/Low 16.5 118
No qualifications 61.9 73.0
S o c i a l  C la s s
Managerial & Professional 3L8 15.6
Intermediate 10.8
Routine & Manual 41.4 40.5
Never W orked/Mis s ing 16.0 233
N u m b e r  o f  A d u l t s  i n  t h e  H o u s e h o ld
1 22.7 43.0
2 67.0 503
3 + 10.3 62
M a r i t a l  S ta tu s
Married/Cohabiting 73.1 48.0
Single 4.9 5.9
Divorced/Separated 6.3 5.2
Widowed 15.7 41.1
L o n g - s t a n d i n g  I l l n e s s
No illness 37.1 366
Illness, not limiting 22.7 22.1
Limiting Illness 40.2 41.3
C a r in g  R e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s
Yes 15.3 17.8
No 84.7 !&2
Y e a rs  s in c e  E x i t  f r o m  t h e  L a b o u r  M a r k e t
( w h e n  l e f t  l a s t  p a i d  j o b )
More than 15 years ago 18.6 34.7
11-15 years ago 20.4 14.4
5-10 years ago 20.7 12.5
Less than 5 years ago 24.3 14.9
Never held a paid job/Mis sing 16.1 215
T o ta l  (n ) 6 9 3 9 4 1
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
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9.6 Results
9.6.1 Time allocation and free time resources in the absence of paid work 
responsibilities
Table 9.2: Time spent on different activities by gender and day of the week 
economically inactive (over 60) and working population comparison (20-60)
(a) WEEKDAYS
Working Population, 20-60
Men (n=2,044) Women (n=l,643)
Economically Inactive, over 60 
Men (n=693) Women (n=941)
Paid Work 9hrs 14min 
Unpaid Work lhr37min 
Personal Care Ihrs 56min 
Sleep 7hrs 40min 
Free Time 3hrs 29min 
Other 6min
7hrs 1 Omin 
3hrs21min 
2hrs 1 Omin 
7hrs55min 
3hrs 17min 
7min
Omin
4hrs 17min 
3hrs 27min 
8hrs35min 
7hrs 2 7min 
14min
Omin
4hrs 57min 
3hrs 35min 
8hrs31min 
6hrs 41 min 
14min
24hrs 24hrs 24hrs 224hrs
(b) WEEKENDS
Working Population, 20-60
Men (n=2,044) Women (n=l,643)
Economically Inactive, over 60 
Men (n=693) Women (n=941)
Paid Work 2hrs 25min 
Unpaid Work 3hrs20min 
Personal Care Ihrs 6min 
Sleep 8hrs 30min 
Free Time 6hrs 43min 
Other 16min
Ihr 40min 
4hrs 45 min 
ihrs 41min 
8hrs 39min 
5hrs 3 7min 
17min
Omin
3hrs34min 
3hrs 24min 
8hrs 38min 
8hrs 5min 
19min
Omin
4hrs 16min 
3hrs 34min 
8hrs 35min 
7hrs 12min 
23min
24hrs 24hrs 24hrs 24hrs
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights cpplied.
Table 9.2 provides information on the average time older men and women spend on different 
activities on weekdays and weekend days, alongside the time allocation of the working population 
aged 20-60 (previously presented separately at Table 6.4). The absence of paid work commitments 
after retirement brings increases in all three categories of unpaid work, personal care and free time. 
The increase in men's engagement with unpaid work tasks is important during weekend days (4hrs 
17minutes for older men as opposed to Ihr 37minutes for workers), while the two groups spend 
almost the same time on unpaid work on weekends. The older group spends more time on personal 
care, and there is no variation on both older men's and women's sleep duration between weekdays 
and weekend days. This invariability is possibly related to the absence of occupational
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responsibilities, which were previously shown to curtail certain working groups' sleep on weekdays 
(Chapter 8), thus leading to a need for recovery and rest during the weekend (see Chapter 7 
regarding the increase in 'time out' time on weekend days).
Regarding free time, Table 9.2 shows that older people possess twice the amount of the 
working population's average free time during weekdays. The difference is however much lower 
during weekend days, at approximately 2 hours. As a result of women's higher engagement with 
unpaid work, the gender difference in free time remains important in older ages, at approximately 1 
hour on both days of the week. Overall, Table 9.2 demonstrates that important differences can only 
be identified for weekdays, when the majority of workers report lengthy paid work episodes 
(Chapter 6), while weekends present a similar picture of time allocation for the two groups.
Despite the absence of work roles, the distribution of free time in older ages has an 
interquartile range of 5 hours on weekdays and 414 hours on weekend days for men, and of 5 hours 
and 10 minutes on weekdays and 5 hours on weekdays days for women (Table 9.3). However, free 
time was not found to correlate with any socio-demographic variable other than gender and for this 
reason its distribution is not examined any further, nor is it conceptually meaningful to calculate 
time poverty thresholds for this group.
Rather, Table 9.4 examines the nature of free time resources of older people. Fragmentation 
of time, which is measured by the ratio of the number of fragmented free time episodes to the sum 
of all free time episodes remains gendered in later life. However, this gender difference is weaker 
than between workers (Table 6.16). Additionally, compared to 'non-time poor' working people 
(Table 6.16), older men and women present a slightly higher occurrence of fragmented free time 
episodes on weekdays, which can be explained by their higher time expenditure in unpaid work 
activities. Table 9.4 also demonstrates an enduring gender difference in pure free time after the 
relinquishment of paid work commitments. However, this difference is not due to contamination, 
which is minimal for both older men and women. Further analysis explored whether this result 
could be related to older people possibly failing to fill in the diary exhaustively, i.e. by omitting to 
report secondary activities in the relevant diary column. However, this was not confirmed as non­
work activities (leisure and personal care) were frequently reported as secondary by a large 
proportion of older respondents: For example, more than 48 per cent reported at least one daily 
episode of simultaneous engagement with 2 leisure activities. The absence of free time 
contamination may thus be attributed to the temporal autonomy and the absence of daily childcare 
responsibilities, which decrease the necessity for multitasking during this life-course stage. Overall,
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Table 9.4 shows that gender differences in free time resources persist in later life, but are 
nevertheless less pronounced due to men's higher engagement with household tasks after the 
relinquishment of work roles.
Table 9.3: Different points of the free time distribution; 
Economically inactive (over 60) and working population (20-60) 
comparison
P e r c e n t i l e s
Working Population, 20-60
25 50 75
WEEKDAYS Men
Women
2hrs
2hrs
3hrs 20min 
3hrs
6hrs
4hrs 20min
WEEKENDS Men
Women
4hrs lOmin 
3hrs 30min
6hrs 3 Omin 
5hrs 20min
9hrs
9hrs 20min
Economically Inactive, over 60
25 50 75
WEEKDAYS Men
Women
5hrs 20min 
5hrs
7hrs 20min 
6hrs 40min
9hrs 50min 
lOhrs lOmin
WEEKENDS Men
Women
6hrs lOmin 
5hrs 3 Omin
8hrs lOmin 
7hrs lOmin
lOhrs lOmin 
lOhrs 30min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
Table 9.4: Nature of free time of economically inactive people over 60 
by gender and day of the week
Weekdavs Sig. Weekends S1&
Men Women Men Women
Pure Free Time 7hrs 7min 6hrs 22min 7hrs44mins 6hrs52min 3(ï
Contaminated Free Time 
(with unpaid work) 4min 4min NS 4min 5 min NS
Percentage offragmented 
Free Time Episodes (%) 25 31 * 22 30 11
Source: 2000 UK Tune Use Survey; Weights applied.
*** p  < 0.001 * p <  0.05 (t-tests in the differences in means).
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9.6.2 Use o f free time and ’active’ leisure participation during a typical week
This section provides descriptive information on the leisure participation patterns of the 
economically inactive population aged 60 and over. Table 9.5 displays the participation rates in 
different 'active' and 'passive' leisure activities and the mean time spent on them only by those who 
participate in each activity, while Table 9.5 focuses on out-of-home 'active' leisure participation by 
gender and day of the week. The reader is referred to Tables 7.4 and 7.5 for the same analysis for 
the working population.
As previously in the case of workers, indoor 'passive' activities constitute the most common 
type of leisure for the majority of older people on both weekdays and weekend days (Table 9.5). 
However, with the exception of physical exercise, participation rates in all 'active' leisure activities 
is higher for older people than for the working population on weekdays, which can be attributed to 
the relatively higher free time availability that is characteristic for this group. The increase in free 
time also brings an increase in indoor 'passive' leisure activities like reading and listening to the 
radio and games, but not for television viewing (Tables 9.5 and 7.4). On the other hand, the picture 
is less clear for weekend days, when the working population presents higher rates of participation 
in 'active' leisure activities such as physical exercise and entertainment, while older people have a 
higher engagement with arts and voluntary work.
Comparing the information in Table 9.6a with that in Table 7.5a shows that the gender gap in 
different 'active' leisure pursuits becomes much less pronounced in the absence of employment 
roles. Table 9.6b also displays the proportions of older people that do not participate in any 'active' 
leisure pursuit by gender and by day of the week. Results demonstrate that there are no significant 
differences in 'active' leisure patterns of participation between different days of the week for 
women, while older men appear to be more 'active' on weekdays rather than weekend days. This 
finding is particularly important, as it demonstrates that the significance of weekends for leisure 
participation (previously shown in Chapter 7) does not hold for economically inactive groups, that 
appear to take advantage of leisure opportunities during weekdays. Figures 9.1 and 9.2 present 
more detailed information on the two groups' free time allocation on weekdays and weekend days, 
and show that, whereas older people reduce time spent in 'active' leisure on weekend days, time 
spent on 'passive' leisure activities as well as on socializing (either inside or outside the home) both 
increase.
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Figure 9.1: Use of free time on weekdays; economically inactive (over 60) and working 
population (20-60) comparison
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Bars display minutes per day.
0 150
■ Working Population 
□  Economically Inactive
Passive' Leisure Pure social activities Active' Leisure
Figure 9.2: Use of free time on weekend days; economically inactive 
(over 60) and working population (20-60) comparison
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Bars display minutes per day.
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Figure 9.3 compares the percentages of non-participants in 'active' leisure over the 2 days of 
the week. There is an approximately 10 per cent higher occurrence of an exclusively 'passive' use of 
free time among older people, and the same magnitude of difference is found for the category that 
engages in at least one 'active' leisure pursuit during one of the two surveyed days. The difference 
is almost negligible for the 'very active' category (i.e. those that engaged with 'active' leisure 
pursuits on both surveyed days).
0D)0
0
CL
■  Working Population 
□  Economically Inactive
None On one day On both days
Figure 9.3: 'Active' leisure participation over the 2 days of the week; 
economically inactive (over 60) and working population (20-60) comparison
Source: UK 2000 Tune Use Sui’vey; Weights applied; B ars display percentages.
Overall, this descriptive analysis demonstrates that the lack of participation in out-of-home 
'active' leisure pursuits is more pronounced but less gendered than during working life, and that 
economically inactive older people aged 60 and over structure their leisure participation differently 
than the working population for whom weekends are most important. Having provided a general 
picture of free time resources and leisure participation in this life-course stage, the next section 
proceeds to a bivariate analysis of the socio-economic correlates of non-participation in 'active' 
leisure.
9.6.3 Lack of participation in 'active' leisure pursuits in the absence of paid work 
commitments: bivariate analyses
Table 9.7 indeed confirms that the gender gap in non-participation in 'active' leisure in the sample 
of older people is significantly less pronounced than in the case of workers (4 per cent as opposed
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to 8 per cent, see also Table 7.6). There appears to be an increase in the percentage of people that 
lead an 'exclusively' passive lifestyle with age, which is particularly marked for women (65 per 
cent of women between 60-65 as opposed to 80 per cent of women over the age of 80 do not 
engage in any 'active' leisure pursuit). Results for both SES variables confirm the continuing 
importance and 'protective' effect of material resources and human capital for an older person's 
leisure and use of free time. The relationship of social class with 'active' leisure engagement 
remains very strong and linear for men, while the pattern is much less pronounced for women 
(Table 9.7). There is also an important cleavage between highly educated men and those with no 
qualifications, with 48 per cent as opposed to 75 per cent leading an exclusively 'passive' leisure 
lifestyle in each category respectively.
The associations with household variables do not provide a very clear story. However, it is 
interesting to note that men living on their own, being either single, divorced or widowed are more 
'passive' than married men. This finding is important as it infers that marriage and having a partner 
becomes protective for men's social and leisure participation in later life, while the opposite was 
the case during working life (Table 7.6). On the other hand, women that never married present the 
lowest percentages of exclusively 'passive' activity compared to all other marital status groups 
(Table 9.7), which may be attributed to their relative freedom from gender responsibilities and 
expectations during previous life-stages. As expected, a great proportion among those that suffer 
from a limiting long-standing illness lead a 'passive' lifestyle (79 per cent of men and 77 per cent of 
women). The caring responsibility for an elderly or sick person also brings a slight increase in non­
participation in 'active' leisure, and this is more pronounced for men.
Finally, Table 9.7 shows preliminary evidence that the longer the duration from a person's 
complete disengagement from the labour market, the greater the likelihood of non-engagement 
with 'active' leisure pursuits during a typical week. This pattern is particularly pronounced for men, 
which may be associated with the centrality of paid work for men's identity and organization of 
daily life in previous life-course stages. Overall, a series of associations of'active' leisure with age, 
health, family and occupational characteristics are found. In order to disentangle these effects and 
assess their relative importance for the outcome of interest, the next section discusses results of the 
multivariate logistic regression models.
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Table 9.7: Percentages of non-participants in ’active’ leisure in 
different social groups; over 60
M en W omen Men W omen
% % N (B A S E )
67.4 71.5 693 941
A ge Group
60 -64 63.1 65.1 122 172
65-69 66.5 66.4 182 214
70-74 66.3 74.8 160 202
75-79 71.3 72.3 136 196
80-98 71.0 80.1 93 157
S ocia l C lass
Managerial & Professional 55.2 62.6 220 147
Intermediate 66.7 64.9 75 194
Routine & Manual 78.4 78.8 287 381
Never worked/Missing 63.1 70.3 111 219
Education
High 48.0 54.1 150 123
Low/Trade 64.0 62.6 114 131
N o qualifications 75.1 76.3 429 687
N um ber o f  A dults in the H ousehold
1 73.9 71.9 157 405
2 64.9 70.7 464 478
3 + 63.9 71.8 72 58
M arita l S ta tus
Married/Coh abiting 64.9 68.9 507 451
Single 76.7 63.0 35 57
Divorced/ S eparated 75.7 75.0 42 48
Widowed 80.0 77.2 109 385
Long-Standing Illness
N o illness 60.2 68.6 276 344
Illness, not limiting 57.3 64.7 151 209
Limiting Illness 78.6 77.4 266 388
C aring R esponsibilities
Yes 74.5 75.6 106 168
No 66.1 70.6 585 773
Years since E xit fro m  the L abour M arket
(when left last p a id  jo b )
More than 15 years ago 81.4 77.3 132 325
11-15 years ago 70.0 72.4 140 135
5 -10  years ago 67.6 66.7 142 118
Less than 5 years ago 56.0 61.6 167 139
N ever held a paid Job/Missing 63.1 70.5 112 224
Total (n) 693 941 693 941
Source: UK 2000 Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
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9.6.4 Lack of participation in ’active' leisure pursuits in the absence of paid work 
commitments: multivariate logistic regression models
Logistic regressions are specified in order to analyse the differential effects of material, health and 
family circumstances on the probability of an older person leading an exclusively indoor 'passive' 
lifestyle. Separate logistic regression models for men and women are presented first, and results 
from alternative model specifications are discussed at the end of this section. Because 
chronological age may significantly correlate with a number variables such as the presence of a 
long-standing illness and the time from complete exit from the labour market, all models presented 
in this section have been checked for multicollinearity in order to avoid the problem of unstable 
parameter regression estimates. All models had condition indices much smaller than 30 (the largest 
condition index found was 18), which is generally accepted as a threshold value for the presence of 
strong dependencies between predictors in linear and logistic regression (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 
1980).
Model 1 controls for chronological age, which does not have a significant effect on men's 
leisure (Table 9.8). Age is however significant for women, and women over the age of 80 are more 
likely to not undertake 'active' leisure pursuits compared to the reference category of those aged 60- 
64 (OR=2.11, p<0.01. Table 9.9). Models 2 and 3 control for SES circumstances, namely social 
class and level of educational attainment. Men that retired from manual/routine occupations have 
twice the odds compared to those coming from managerial/ professional occupations to not 
participate in 'active' leisure pursuits (Model 3 Table 9.8). Similarly, men with no qualifications are 
significantly more likely to be non-participants (OR=2.34, p<0.001) compared with men of high 
educational attainment (the reference category). Similar to the results of the analysis on working 
women in Chapter 7 (see Table 7.10), social class and education do not exert an independent 
influence on women's use of free time, and it is only human capital that is a significant predictor of 
women's 'active' leisure (Model 3, Table 9.9).
Model 4 controls for the presence of a long-standing illness. The variable is significant for 
both sexes, but has a stronger effect for men (OR=2.22, p<0.001 for men, OR=1.39, p<0.05 for 
women). Controlling for health status does not bring a very marked decrease in the odds ratios of 
SES variables, which demonstrates that health deterioration is only weakly correlated with a 
deprived socio-economic background in this sample.
Model 5 controls for years since exiting the labour market, which exerts a very significant
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effect on men's leisure, adjusting for SES variations and health status. Men that have spent more 
than 10 years from the relinquishment of their last paid occupation appear more likely to lead an 
exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle. This demonstrates that the relinquishment of work roles has a 
negative effect on men's leisure participation over time, which is in accordance with theories 
relating to the effects of job loss and its 'latent' functions of providing a time structure and a basis 
for social participation (Jahoda 1982; McKinnon 1992). The variable is not a significant predictor 
for women's leisure, which can be attributed to the fact that an occupation does not play such 
central a role in women's lives and social networks, particularly for women of this generation. It 
should be noted that adding the variable to the logistic regression model for men brings a change in 
the odds ratios for age, demonstrating the association of the variable with age, which however is 
weak, as shown by bivariate investigations and by the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) diagnostics.
Odd ratios for caring responsibilities are near-significant for both genders, indicating that 
being a carer is likely to constitute an additional disadvantage for older persons' daily engagement 
with outdoor 'active' leisure pursuits. The variable was significant (p< 0.05) in the joint-sex model. 
On the other hand, marital status does not have a significant effect for either gender (Model 6, 
Tables 9.8 and 9.9), after controlling for health and socio-economic circumstances.
Specifying a joint sex model to examine gender differences and interactions between 
variables showed that the probability of leading an exclusively 'passive' leisure lifestyle in older 
age is not gendered (OR=1.22, p=0.3 in the ftilly adjusted model). Only one significant interaction 
between marital status and health was found, showing that the effect of a long-standing illness on 
leisure participation is less severe for married individuals. However, the interaction was not found 
to significantly improve model fit in any of the models and is therefore not presented here.
Following the specification of these models, I attempted to assess the significance of free 
time availability for older people's participation. Including the amount of free time (i.e. as 
continuous variable) in the fully-adjusted models (Model 6, Table 9.8 and 9.9) only marginally 
improved explanatory power and model fit. Additionally, weekday and weekend free time were 
shown to have exactly the same effect (p<0.01), both increasing the Nagelkerke pseudo-R square 
by 0.03. The same model specification for the working population yielded very different results: 
The inclusion of weekend free time increased the models pseudo R-square by 0.09, while that of 
weekday free time by only 0.01. These findings confirmed what was previously shown in section 
9.6.2, namely that weekend days are not more important than weekdays for the leisure participation 
of the older population.
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Table 9.8: Logistic regressions predicting lack of participation in ’active’ leisure pursuits of
economically inactive men aged over 60
(1) (2) (3)
OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl
Age Group p=.94 p=.92 p=.98
60-64 1 1 1
65-69 1.13 0.70-1.84 1.20 0.73-1.97 1.14 0.69-1.89
70-74 1.13 0.69-1.87 1.12 0.67-1.87 1.04 0.62-1.75
75-79 1.24 0.72-2.13 1.25 0.72-2.18 1.10 0.63-1.94
80-98 1.24 0.69-2.13 1.28 0.70-2.34 1.16 0.62-2.14
Social Class *** *
Managerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 1.53 0.87-2.69 1.17 0.65-2.11
Routine & Manual 3.04***2.04-4.51 2.01** 1.28-3.17
Never worked/Missing 1.40 0.87-2.26 1.07 0.65-1.78
Education **
High 1
Trade/Low 1.57 0.92-2.68
No qualifications 2.34*** 1.50-3.72
Long-standing illness
No illness 
Illness, not limiting 
Limiting Illness
Years since Exit from the Labour Market 
(when left last paid job) _______
More than 15 years ago 
11-15 years ago 
5-10 years ago 
Less than 5 years ago 
Never held a paid job/Mis sing
Caring Responsibilities
Yes
No
Marital Status
Married/Coh abiting
Single
Divorced/Separated
Widowed
Nagelkerke R square 0.07 0.07 0.10
-2Log likelihood 836.69 804.39 790.44
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 32.3*** 13.95**
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from  reference category * p <  0.05, ** p  <  0.01, *** p  <  0.001.
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Table 9.8 (cont): Logistic regressions predicting lack of participation in ’active’ leisure
pursuits of economically inactive men aged over 60
(4 ) (5 ) (6)
OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl
A ge Group p=.95 p=33 p=.38
60-64 1 1 1
65-69 1.22 0 .72-2 .05 1.13 0 .66 -1 .92 1.16 0.68-1.99
70-74 1.06 0.62-1.80 0.80 0.45-1 .41 0.83 0 .47-1 .50
75-79 1.11 0 .62-1 .98 0.67 0 .35 -1 .32 0.71 0 .36 -1 .39
80-98 1.15 0.61-2.16 0.59 0 .28-1 .23 0.62 0 .29 -1 .30
Social Class A * A A A A
Managerial & Professional 1 1 1
Intermediate 1.13 0 .62-2 .07 1.27 0.69-2.33 1.28 0 .69-2 .36
Routine & Manual 1.87** 1.18-2.98 1.89** 1.38-3 .04 1.84* 1.14-2 .97
Never worked/Missing 1.03 0.62-2.07 1.85 0 .99-3 .45 1.79 0 .95 -3 .34
Education A A A A A A
High 1 1 1
Trade/Low 1.41 0 .82-2 .43 1.37 0.79-2.39 1.37 0 .79 -2 .40
N o qualifications 2.20** 1.38-3.50 2.09*** 1.30-3 .34 2.05*** 1 .50-3 .72
Long-standing Illness *** ** **
N o illness 1 1 1
Illness, not limiting 0.97 0 .63-1 .50 0.90 0 .58 -1 .40 1.37 0 .79 -2 .40
Limiting Illness 2.22*** 1.49-3.23 2.04** 1.30-3 .34 2.05** 1.28-3 .30
Years since E xit fro m  the Labour M arket
(when left last p a id  job ) *** A A A
More than 15 years ago 3.56*** 1.77-7.13 3.44** 1 .70-6 .95
11-15 years ago 2.08*** 1.14-3 .80 2.04** 1 .10-3 .75
5 -10  years ago 1.58 0.92-2.68 1.59 0.93-2.70
Less than 5 years ago 1 1
Never held a paid job / Missing 1.80 0 .88-3 .41 1.77 0 .95 -3 .34
C aring R esponsibilities p=.06
Yes 1.61 0 .96 -2 .68
N o 1
M arita l S tatus p=.68
Married/Cohabiting 1
Single 1.42 0.55-3.68
Divorced/S eparated 1.15 0 .73 -1 .80
Widowed 1.20 0 .89 -1 .90
Nagelkerke R square 0.13 0.16 0.77
-2L og likelihood 770.97 757.08 753.00
A -2L og likelihood, sig. 19.47*** 13.89*** 4.08
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f difference from reference categoiy = p < 0.05, < 0.07, ***p < 0.007.
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Table 9.9: Logistic regressions predicting lack of participation in ’active' leisure pursuits
of economically inactive women aged over 60
(1 ) (2 ) (3 )
O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
A ge G roup AA * *
60—64 1 1 1
65-69 1.03 0 .6 7 -1 .57  1.03 0 .67 -1 .58  1.00 0.63-1 .55
70-74 1.55 0 .9 9 -2 .4 2  1.52 0 .99 -2 .39  1.45 0 .94 -2 .35
75-79 1.38 0 .87 -2 .18  1.35 0 .85-2 .15  1.27 0.80-2 .03
80-98 2.11** 1.25-3 .53  2.12* 1 .26-3 .59  1.91* 1.12-3 .24
S ocial C lass AAA p=.05
Managerial & Professional 1 1
Intermediate 1.15 0 .73-1 .83  0.92 0.57-1 .51
Routine & Manual 2.28*** 1.48-3 .50  1.56 0 .96-2 .52
N ever worked/Missing 1.43 0 .9 1 -2 .2 7  1.03 0 .63 -1 .69
E ducation **
High 1
Trade/Low 1.34 0 .79-2 .28
N o qualifications 2.20*** 1.39-3 .45
L ong-standing Illness
N o illness 
Illness, not limiting 
Limiting Illness
Years since E xit fro m  th e  Labour M arket 
(when left last p a id  jo b )  ______________
More than 15 years ago  
11-15 years ago 
5 -10  years ago 
Less than 5 years ago 
N ever held a paid job /M issing
C aring R esponsibilities
Yes
N o
M arita l S ta tus
Married/Coh abiting
Single
Divorced/Separated
Widowed
Nagelkerke R square 0.02 0.05 0.07
-2Log likelihood 1060.04 1040.96 1027.77
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 19.08*** 13.19***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f  difference from reference categoiy * p <  0.05, **p < 0.01, * * * p  <  0.001.
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Table 9.9 (cont.) : Logistic regressions predicting lack of participation in 'active' leisure
pursuits of economically inactive women aged over 60
(4) (5) (6)
O R 95%  C l OR 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
A ge Group * p=.46 p=.51
60-64 1 1 1
65-69 1.02 0 .66-1 .58 0.95 0 .61-1 .49 0.94 0 .60-1 .99
70-74 1.46 0 .92-2 .31 1.29 0 .79 -2 .09 1.27 0 .76-2 .09
75-79 1.22 0 .76-1 .91 1.02 0.61-1 .71 1.03 0 .61-1 .75
80-98 1.80** 1.05-3 .07 1.46 0 .81-2 .64 1.44 0 .78-2 .66
Social Class p=.06 p=.06 p=.06
M anagerial & Professional 1 1 1
Interm ediate 0.93 0.57-1 .53 0.92 0.57-1 .51 0.91 0.55-1 .51
Routine & M anual 1.54 0.95-2 .51 1.57 0.96-2 .55 1.56 0 .95-2 .55
N ever worked/M issing 1.01 0 .62 -1 .67 1.39 0 .75-2 .58 1.37 0.74-2 .56
Education ** ** A A
High 1 1 1
Trade/Low 1.27 0 .74-2 .16 1.22 0 .71-2 .09 1.23 0 .72 -2 .12
N o qualifications 2.12** 1.34-3.35 2.07** 1.30-3 .27 2.03** 1.28-3 .24
Long-standing Illness * p=.05 p=.05
N o illness 1 1 1
Illness, not lim iting 0.84 0 .57 -1 .24 0.84 0 .57-1 .24 0.83 0 .36 -1 .22
Lim iting Illness 1.39* 1.00-1 .97 1.35 0 .99-1 .92 1.31 0 .93 -1 .89
Years since E xit fron t the Labour M arket
(when left last p a id  job ) p=.36 p = 3 6
M ore than 15 years ago 1.60 0 .95-2 .69 1.60 0 .95 -2 .69
11-15 years ago 1.36 0 .75-2 .42 1.34 0 .7 8 -2 .37
5-10  years ago 1.40 0 .79-2 .45 1.39 0 .79 -2 .42
Less than 5 years ago 1 1
N ever held a paid job/M is sing 1.38 0.74-2 .66 1.37 0 .74 -2 .50
C aring R esponsibilities p=.08
Yes 1.43 0 .96 -2 .15
No 1
M arita l S tatus p=.70
M arri ed/Coh abiting 1
Single 0.87 0 .45-1 .68
D ivorced/Separated 1.11 0 .79 -1 .56
W idowed 1.22 0 .82 -2 .00
Nagelkerke R square 0.0^ 0.0^
-2Log likelihood 1020.91 1017.68 1014.01
A -2Log likeliliood, sig. 6.86* 3.23 3.67
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance of difference from reference category: * p <  0.05, **p  < 0.01, *** p <  0.001.
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Specifying the same models for a new combined sample of working and older people 
(n=5,322) largely confirmed the findings concerning 'active' leisure participation previously found 
in the separate analyses of the 2 samples. However, logistic regression models revealed that 
workers aged 20-60 are significantly more likely to be 'inactive' during a typical week than those 
who have exited the labour market less than 5 years earlier (the reference category, results are 
shown in Table 9.10). This demonstrates that, in the few years following retirement, retirees may 
indeed engage more often in 'active' leisure pursuits than working people do, which is in 
accordance with the relevant theories of the Third Age. The relinquishment of work roles begins to 
have a strong negative effect after 10 years for men and 15 years for women, when they are 
significantly more likely to adopt a 'passive' indoor lifestyle compared to working people, 
controlling for other factors.
Table 9.10: Odds ratios predicting non-participation in 'active' leisure pursuits; effects 
of economic status; combined sample of workers and retirees
Men
OR 95% Cl
Women
OR 95% C l
Economic Status ** *
Retired more than 15 years ago 2.44** 1.38-4.32 1.84** 1.13-2.91
Retired 11-15 years ago 1.58* 1.00-2.61 1.46 0.86-2.55
Retired 5-10 years ago 1.40 0.86-2.29 1.42 0.83-2.44
Retired less than 5 years ago 1 1
Never held a paid job/Missing 1.11 0.77-2.00 1.01 0.66-2.30
Economically Active (20-60) 1.83** 1.22-2.76 1.97** 1.27-3.09
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
Significance o f  difference from  reference category * p <  0.05 ** p <  0.01 * * * p <  0.001. 
A djusted fo r  age gi'OUp, level o f  educational attainment, socia l class, caring responsibilities, 
m arital status, and  health (long-standing illness).
9.7 Discussion and concluding remarks
This section returns to the 3 questions asked at the outset of this chapter and summarizes this 
study's findings:
1, What are the differences in the time allocation, free time resources and use o f  free time o f  older 
economically inactive people as opposed to the working population?
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This analysis has demonstrated the presence of important differences in the time allocation of 
workers and economically inactive older people only during weekdays, as a result of the time 
constraints of paid work that affect the vast majority of the British working population (see Table 
6.2). The increase in men's involvement with unpaid work activities after retirement decreases the 
gender gap in free time significantly, as well as the gender differences in the quality of free time 
resources. Older people's engagement with leisure pursuits is almost evenly spread between 
weekdays and weekend days, which was not the case for workers that predominantly engaged in 
'active' leisure activities on weekend days (Chapter 7). This finding is particularly important as it 
demonstrates that, following the relinquishment of work roles, individuals change their leisure 
patterns and do not continue to structure their daily life in the same way as during working life^\ 
This may be related to the absence of constraints for leisure synchronization in this life-course 
stage, and/or the absence of fatigue that is potentially affecting workers during weekdays, leading 
to engagement with more 'passive' forms of leisure pursuits. Overall, a larger proportion of older 
people lead an 'exclusively' passive leisure lifestyle, which does not provide support to hypotheses 
predicting an increased leisure participation following retirement (Gilleard and Higgs 2000; Laslett 
1987).
2. What are the most important determinants o f  an exclusively 'passive' use offree time in older 
ages?
The logistic regression models that were specified showed strong effects of socio-economic factors 
on 'active' leisure participation among older people. Social class and education are strong predictors 
of leisure participation for men, and men with higher educational attainment and from managerial 
and professional occupations have a lower likelihood of leading an exclusively 'passive' lifestyle. 
The effect of education is also strong for women. Overall, these results are in accordance with 
previous analyses of other data sources that have corroborated the importance of socio-economic 
circumstances for cultural and other 'active' leisure activities in later life, and their strong positive 
correlation with participation in a wide range of out-of-home leisure pursuits (Baltes and 
Carstensen 1996; Gordon, Gaitz, and Scott 1976). Taking into account that these factors were also 
found to be significant predictors of 'active' leisure involvement during working life, it is possible 
to interpret results as evidence of an accumulated disadvantage of individuals with a lower 
educational and occupational background.
51 It can be assumed that the vast majority o f older people in this cohort engaged in paid work mostly during weekdays 
before retirement as working time and schedules in the British labour market were significantly more regulated and less 
diversified before the 1980s.
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Although the bivariate analysis found age-based slopes in the rates of non-participation in 
'active' leisure, age was an insignificant predictor in the logistic regression models. This result is in 
accordance with previous studies that showed that chronological age is less of an influence in 
determining participation in 'active' and cultural activities than other social structural factors 
(Kolland 1996). However, it should be noted that this cross-sectional dataset does not allow a full 
examination of the influence of cohort, age and period on active leisure participation, and in this 
respect more research is needed to make conclusive statements regarding the different effects age 
may have on leisure participation in later life (i.e. generational effects on leisure preferences and 
habits).
The presence of a limiting illness was also found to be an important predictor of an 
'exclusively' passive lifestyle, particularly for men. This result underlines the primary importance of 
physiology in influencing participation in more 'demanding' outdoor activities in later life, and adds 
further support to findings regarding a dramatic fall of participation in 'active' leisure pursuits by 
health status, and a strong association between 'low-demand' indoor leisure activities and low 
physical health scores (Everard et al. 2000). Caring responsibilities were not found to have a 
significant influence on the use of free time, controlling for other socio-economic characteristics.
By controlling for the duration since complete exit from the labour market, this study 
demonstrated that the more years a man spends away from employment, the higher the chances of 
leading a 'passive' lifestyle', taking into account variations in all other socio-demographic 
characteristics, including age. At the same time, it was shown that the period of 5 years after 
retirement appears to be significantly more 'active' for both men and women. In this respect, it 
appears that the Third Age only eventuates for a brief period during the first 5 years after retirement 
before 'inactivity' rates increase. Given that logistic models controlled for health status, it is 
possible that this effect is due to a decrease in social networks, and/or to decreasing spending 
power. However, it should be noted that this model only controlled for a single self-assessed health 
status variable (the only available in the UKTUS), and it is likely that this effect may be less 
pronounced with more appropriate health controls.
Finally, the analysis did not find a consistent gender difference in the probability of only 
undertaking 'passive' leisure activities. Although one would expect gender inequalities in leisure 
participation to persist and accumulate in later life, and for men to retain their accumulated 
advantage, men's overall lower engagement with leisure participation contributed to the narrowing
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o f  th is  g e n d e r  g a p .
3. Does the amount o f free time remain an important predictor o f  'active' leisure participation in 
older ages, after contivlling for other factors?
Although having relatively less available free time than others during weekends was previously 
shown to constitute a very important leisure barrier among workers, it cannot be claimed that free 
time is as important a factor in influencing the nature of leisure participation in later life. Including 
free time in the logistic equation showed that the availability of free time does not explain a great 
deal about individual leisure involvement, and that its value does not vary according the the day of 
the week. At a life-stage that is characterized by a relatively higher temporal autonomy and 
significantly fewer time constraints from family responsibilities than during working life, different 
factors influence time allocation. Overall, the analyses in this chapter demonstrate that free time 
availability does not constitute an important source of differentiation in terms of leisure lifestyle in 
older ages. At the same time, this chapter also shows that a relatively better command of free time 
resources does not automatically coincide with higher levels of social and leisure participation on 
behalf of seniors, who lead an overall more 'passive' lifestyle than the British working population. 
In this respect, findings of this chapter demonstrate that having too much time does not 
automatically lead to more 'positive' leisure outcomes, especially in groups that are characterized 
by a lack of work roles and responsibilities such as the retired. Future research that could further 
advance social sciences' knowledge on the relationship of free time and leisure and social 
participation in different life-course stages are discussed in the following chapter. Implications of 
these findings for the conceptualization of free time as a welfare resource are also considered.
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10. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
10.1 Introduction
Recent years have seen time becoming a core theme within mainstream sociology, following 
claims regarding an acceleration of daily life and an increasing shortage of free time spreading in 
Western societies (Hochschild 1997; Schor 1991). Amongst competing explanations for this 
phenomenon, the changing nature of the temporal organization of employment has proliferated. 
Driven by a number of political, economic, and technological developments that took place over 
the last decades, the departure from the 'standard', clock-based Fordist employment model to 
results-based, 'flexible' post-industrial employment relationships (Rubery, Ward, and Grimshaw 
2006) has caused considerable sociological concern. This development was seen as primarily 
responsible for the emergence of 'greedy' organizational cultures that demanded constant 
availability, leading to intensified workloads and lengthy workdays, and to a substantial blurring of 
'traditional' boundaries between work and 'life' (Blair-Loy 2003, 2009; Brannen 2005; Epstein and 
Kalleberg 2004b; Everingham 2002; Garhammer 1995; Hochschild 1997; Schor 1991). At the same 
time, there has been an increase in unsocial schedules, shift work and weekend work, and an 
overall rise in 'fragmented' employment relationships that require labour into discontinuous periods 
across the week to match production/services requirements (Rubery, Ward, and Grimshaw 2006), 
posing increasing challenges for the co-ordination of family and leisure practices, and for workers' 
health and well-being (i.e. Presser 2000, 2004). This emerging diversity in work schedules has been 
extensively problematized within the social sciences. However, in view of the ensuing care deficit 
(Hochschild 1997) from women's increasing participation in the labour market, the majority of 
sociological accounts have focused on the reconciliation of contemporary work schedules with 
family responsibilities in dual-eamer couples, with a particular interest in gender divisions in the 
workplace and the household (Perrons et al. 2006).
Research on the effects of contemporary working time circumstances and family 
responsibilities on discretionary time and activities has remained less common (Warren 2010), 
despite the growing recognition of the importance of non-work domains for individual welfare and 
societal well-being (Chapter 1). One reason for this omission is the difficulty of obtaining accurate 
and inclusive information on objective daily time allocation and non-work activities in 
conventional social surveys. This thesis identified time use surveys as a unique large-scale 
methodology for the study of non-work life and its associations with employment and family 
domains (Chapter 3): By making use of self-completed 24-hour time diaries that are divided into
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10-minute blocks, time use surveys gather information on the main and secondary activities of 
respondents for 'typical' weekdays and weekend days, thereby producing a complete account of the 
sequence, context and nature of daily activities. This distinctive information allows researchers to 
broaden the focus of current work-life balance research (Warren 2010) by constructing novel 
measures of temporal disadvantage in non-work domains, and by examining their associations with 
occupational positions and family responsibilities.
However, an empirical review of secondary analyses of time use surveys (Chapter 4) has 
highlighted a lack of comprehensive and conceptually-grounded research on the social stratification 
of non-work time and activities. Taking into account this omission, this thesis sought to measure 
different inequalities relating to non-work time domains, with a particular focus on free time 
resources, leisure engagement, and sleep: Chapters 6 and 7 focused on the stratification of free time 
amongst British workers and its consequences for social and leisure participation. Chapter 8 
examined the influence of work and family responsibilities on sleep duration, which was identified 
as a missing ingredient of work-life balance accounts. Finally, Chapter 9 focused on economically 
inactive older people, and provided an examination of the association of free time with leisure 
participation in the absence of work roles, generating insights regarding the distribution and 
relative value of free time resources in a different life-course stage. Empirical analyses capitalized 
on the UK 2000 Time Use Survey (see ONS 2003), which is the most recent large-scale time use 
survey that has been conducted in this country (Chapter 5).
Contributions of this thesis are both substantive and methodological: On the one hand, it has 
generated empirical evidence concerning uncharted quality of life repercussions of the current 
British working time regime and its associated gender inequalities. On the other hand, new avenues 
for conceptually-grounded time use research were established. This chapter draws out some of the 
conceptual, methodological, and policy implications of the key empirical findings. Data limitations 
are also considered, as well as directions for future research in the field.
10.2 Main findings of the thesis
This section presents an overview of the main aims and findings of the thesis, alongside a 
discussion of their conceptual implications. The first part discusses findings on inequalities in free 
time resources and sleep duration (Chapters 6 and 8), while the second part focuses on findings on 
the relationship of free time resources with leisure participation (Chapter 7 and 9).
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10.2.1 Findings on time poverty and sleep
(a) Measuring time poverty: a conceptually-grounded approach
The first aim of this thesis was to measure time poverty and its distribution amongst British 
workers. Time poverty is one among the many different labels that have been used to describe the 
contemporary phenomenon of free time shortage (Szollos 2009), with a particular focus on 
objective free time availability rather than subjective experiences of free time. However, the 
empirical review presented in Chapter 4 demonstrated that time use researchers have thus far 
employed vague definitions and operationalizations of the concept of time poverty, with the 
majority of researchers equating time poverty with long hours at the workplace (Sullivan and 
Gershuny 2004), others examining total paid and unpaid work to profile the 'time poor' (Gershuny 
2009), and fewer directly examining free time (Bittman and Wajcman 2000).
A very small number of studies have attempted to formally operationalize and measure time 
poverty with diary data (Bardasi and Wodon 2006; Bittman 1998; Merz and Rathjen 2009). This 
thesis adopted a relative conceptualization of'time poverty' like these studies, and defined the 'time 
poor' as those workers whose free time resources are 'so low compared to those commanded by the 
average worker that they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living patterns and activities' 
(Townsend 1979, 31). Conceptually located within the resource approach to welfare maximization, 
this conceptualization regards the problem of time poverty as one of free time scarcity (Esping- 
Andersen 2000), which is defined contextually and in comparison with the free time resources of 
other workers (Townsend 1979). Having identified free time as a crucial component of the 
capability to enjoy individual, family and community life (Chapter 1), the thesis posited that time 
poverty status captures a relative lack of opportunity to fully participate in these domains due to 
unequal access to free time resources (Esping-Andersen 2000).
It was argued that previous time poverty studies suffer from a certain degree of analytical 
simplicity that fails to take into account the multidimensional nature of free time disadvantage. 
This relates to the fact that previous studies have only scrutinized workers' amount of available 
weekly free time to identify the 'time poor', implicitly assuming that all free time units are of equal 
value. Drawing on conceptual ideas and empirical findings within the sociology of time (i.e. Adam 
1990; Bryson 2007; Reisch 2001; Southerton and Tomlinson 2005), an analytical framework 
outlined in Chapter 2 suggested that the value of free time varies according to its timing, and 
whether it is fragmented/'contaminated' by activities of a different nature. More specifically, it was 
argued that 1) fragmented free time that becomes available in many different time blocks during a 
day is less valuable than uninterrupted free time, 2) pure free time is more valuable than free time
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contaminated by concurrent 'passive' cliildcare and domestic activities (i.e. minding children), and 
3) weekend free time is more valuable than weekday free time.
This multidimensional conceptualization of free time draws heavily on theoretical accounts 
of feminist sociologists, who have postulated that domestic work and caring tasks are more 
intrusive and have less clear-cut boundaries than paid work, and that the duration of free time is a 
unidimensional measure that does not capture women's distinctive temporal experiences in the 
household (Adam 1995; Bryson 2007; Deem 1982; Henderson et al. 1996). Measuring 
fragmentation and contamination of free time by domestic work and childcare activities was thus 
deemed essential for a comprehensive examination of the disparate ways gendered responsibilities 
in the household may compromise women's command of free time resources.
Previous time poverty studies have identified the time poor by using the 'threshold approach' 
of income poverty measurement, defining the 'time poor' as those whose weekly free time falls 
below 60 per cent of the median amount of free time of the working population. In contrast, this 
thesis employed the 'threshold approach' to identify two different types of time poverty based on 
free time duration: Weekday and weekend time poverty. Persistent time poverty, which applied to 
those workers who find themselves in the bottom of the free time distribution (i.e. below the 60 per 
cent of the median of free time) on both weekdays and weekend days, was also studied. In line with 
the analytical framework of Chapter 2, weekday time poverty was assumed to be less important 
than weekend and persistent time poverty (Reisch 2001; Zerubavel 1985b). The differential value 
of weekday and weekend free time has not been considered by previous empirical time use 
research that studied free time irrespectively of its contextual characteristics (Gershuny 2003).
Additionally, and in line with the analytical framework of Chapter 2, the thesis measured the 
number of times a person's free time was interrupted by unpaid work activities in the course of a 
day (fragmentation), and the amount of daily free time that was 'contaminated' by the simultaneous 
conduct of an unpaid work activity such as ironing or minding the children (contamination). The 
construction of these measures was discussed in Chapter 6. The employed measure of 
contamination was first proposed by Bittman and Wajcman (2000), while the fragmentation 
measure constitutes a methodological contribution of this thesis, which criticized previous 
measures of fragmentation for their construct validity (Chapter 4). These measures of free time 
quality were integrated in the analysis to examine the extent to which time poverty status based 
solely on duration contains additional hidden aspects of free time disadvantage, and to also identify 
which social groups suffer from fragmented and contaminated free time (Chapter 6).
Time use research has been previously criticized for its simplistic analyses of time diaries
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that solely focus on the duration of different daily activities and omit to consider their ordering and 
context, which are of equal importance for daily experiences of free time (Bryson 2007; Gershuny 
and Sullivan 1998). By following a multidimensional conceptualization of free time disadvantage 
and a commensurate measurement approach, this thesis provided an exemplar of a conceptually- 
grounded and gender-sensitive time use study of time poverty.
(b) Class dimensions of time poverty: the importance of temporal autonomy
Chapter 6 sought to examine the distribution of different types of free time disadvantage amongst 
British workers. The analytical distinction between weekdays and weekends and the consideration 
of measures of free time quality helped to unravel class and gender inequalities that were obscured 
by previous measurement approaches, and to achieve a more fine-grained assessment of workers' 
command of free time resources. This section discusses findings relating to class dimensions of 
time poverty.
Chapter 4 discussed that a key finding of previous time use research has been the historical 
reversal of the social status/leisure gradient (Aguiar and Hurst 2007; Gershuny 2003, 2009; 
Robinson and Godbey 1999), and that a considerable number of time use researchers currently use 
the term 'time poor' to refer to workers in high status professional occupations (Hochschild 1997; 
Katz-Gerro and Sullivan 2010; Sullivan 2008; Sullivan and Gershuny 2004). Empirical analyses of 
this thesis cast doubt upon these claims by demonstrating that both high income and manual skilled 
workers face a high risk of time poverty, which is in line with findings regarding the long weekly 
hours of both groups in the British context (Fagan 2002; Warren 2003). However, by considering 
how these groups' working hours are spread across the week. Chapter 6 also documented a clear- 
cut class disadvantage: While workers at both ends of the occupational spectrum are likely to be 
'time poor' on weekdays, the situation is different for weekends, when both men and women 
following full-time professional careers are likely to compensate for their busy workweeks, while 
intermediate and routine skills workers are likely to become/remain 'time poor'. This pattern was 
better understood with the inclusion of shift work and unsocial hours variables in the logistic 
regression models (these variables had been largely neglected by previous time use research) that 
showed that these groups' weekend time poverty is a function of uninterrupted and unsocial 
schedules. High income workers, those working unsocial hours, and the self-employed were all 
found to be more likely to be persistently time poor. However, the effect of unsocial hours was 
considerably stronger than that of other work characteristics, corroborating that low-paid routine 
workers face more severe temporal constraints than those in higher occupational categories.
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Chapter 6 argued that these findings were driven by class differences in temporal autonomy. 
Taking into account that those in higher status occupations in Britain are more likely to choose 
when to work and how to manage their workloads (Dex 2003), the thesis argued that this autonomy 
enables them to keep their weekends relatively work-free and achieve a better work-life balance 
through the enforcement of more clear-cut boundaries between work and non-work domains. 
Likewise, the weekend time poverty of low paid workers was interpreted as a result of their lack of 
autonomy to choose when to work, and of their willingness to accept unsocial hours work to raise 
extra income through unsocial hours wage premia (ONS 2004).
These results should be considered alongside previous findings on the class dimensions of 
time elasticity and its repercussions for family and personal life (Adam 1995; Epstein and 
Kalleberg 2004a; Roberts 2002; Voydanoff 2007; Warren 2003). Chapter 2 previously reviewed 
two competing hypotheses on the influence of temporal autonomy on work-life conflict: On the 
one hand, it has been suggested that temporal autonomy may lead to intensification of work and 
lengthy workdays in highly paid demanding jobs (Blair-Loy 2003, 2009; Ford and Collinson 2011; 
Perlow 1998), and on the other hand, that it may enable a better reconciliation of different daily 
domains (Adam 1995; Voydanoff 2007). Findings on high earners confirm both hypotheses, but 
support for the latter is stronger, considering that they retain a relative advantage on weekend free 
time. Chapter 6 demonstrates that, overall, it is workers with 'fragmented' working arrangements 
rather than 'results-based' professional/managerial occupations that are the most disadvantaged in 
the command of free time resources.
(c) Gender dimensions of time poverty: multidimensional temporal disadvantage
Gender was found to be a significant predictor of all three types of time poverty, highlighting 
working women's relative disadvantage in the command of free time resources. Multivariate 
analyses confirmed that women's domestic and caring responsibilities are ongoing and independent 
from their participation in the labour market (Mattingly and Bianchi 2003; Zick and Bryant 1996), 
substantially increasing their risk of experiencing time poverty on both weekdays and weekend 
days. In contrast, men's risk of time poverty was found to be largely unrelated to the domestic 
domain, with the exception of weekends when married men increase their contribution to 
housework and childcare of very young children. This is in accordance with previous findings that 
have showed that men's domestic contribution is more discretionary and does not come in conflict 
with their free time availability, particularly in strong 'male breadwinner' welfare states that 
reproduce traditional gender roles (Mattingly and Bianchi 2003). In line with previous studies, 
having children was found to exert a pronounced negative influence on free time availability, with 
the effect being disproportionately stronger for women (Bittman 2005; Bittman and Wajcman
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2000; Mattingly and Bianchi 2003; Sayer 2005).
Results demonstrated that, despite the gender equality in total paid and unpaid work time 
reported in aggregate indicators of time allocation (Gershuny 2003), a substantial proportion of 
working women face significant temporal repercussions fi’om the juggling of work and family 
responsibilities. This provides support to second shift arguments (Hochschild and Machung 1989), 
and demonstrates the salience of household responsibilities for free time availability, which has 
been neglected by previous research (Schor 1991). However, unlike previous studies that have 
focused on weekly estimates (Bittman 1998; Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Stalker 2011), analyses 
did not corroborate that full-time women face a consistently higher risk of time poverty than 
women in part-time employment. In contrast, it was shown that routine part-timers face a higher 
risk of weekend time poverty, which is a result of the higher prevalence of weekend work amongst 
part-timers and of their relatively higher domestic and caring responsibilities. This is in accordance 
with previous findings of qualitative research regarding part-time women's experiences of free time 
(Webber and Williams 2008), and should be considered alongside arguments regarding the negative 
effect of women's part-time employment on the division of domestic labour and childcare in the 
household (Stier and Lewin-Epstein 2000), which leads to a particularly pronounced free time 
disadvantage during weekend days.
The examination of measures of free time quality provided strong support to the analytical 
framework of this thesis, and to the contentions of feminist sociologists regarding the specificity of 
women's temporal experiences (Bryson 2007; Deem 1982; Graham 1984; Robeyns 2005), showing 
that time poverty measures based only on duration are likely to obscure persistent gender 
differences in the command of free time resources. Results were in line with those of previous 
studies focusing on free time quality (Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Mattingly and Bianchi 2003). 
Gender differences in these measures of free time quality became amplified during weekend days, 
substantiating previous accounts regarding the differential meaning of weekends for working 
mothers that are unable to find 'time for themselves' (Bryson 2007; Graham 1984). Part-time 
women's free time disadvantage remained consistently higher on both measures during both 
weekdays and weekend days, demonstrating the multidimensional free time disadvantage of this 
working time arrangement for women.
Chapter 6 reported that women have more fragmented and contaminated free time than men 
regardless of their socio-economic circumstances. This provides support to suggestions made by 
gender theorists that, even when men increase their household contribution, the enactment of 
dominant gender identities will likely lead them to engage with more 'masculine' activities of a 
sporadic nature that are unlikely to interrupt and contaminate free time in the same way as routine
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household and caring tasks (Risman 1998; West and Zimmermann 1987). Overall, these empirical 
findings suggest that gender roles and paid and unpaid work have different repercussions on free 
time resources that go beyond the chronometric measure of duration. Results particularly underline 
the influence of the male breadwinner/ female part-time carer UK model and its associated gender 
task specialization on free time, demonstrating that women's 'dual burden' substantially 
compromises their autonomy to freely utilize their free time like men.
(d) Insufficient sleep: an additional casualty of working time circumstances
An additional aim of the thesis was to investigate the associations of working time circumstances 
and family responsibilities with insufficient sleep duration. The empirical review of Chapter 4 
demonstrated that the vast majority of existing time use analyses have regarded daily sleep duration 
as constant and inflexible (Aas 1978; Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Burchardt 2008; Gershuny 
2003). My thesis questioned this assumption, and postulated that sleep may also be partly squeezed 
out by increased work and family responsibilities, as suggested by a range of studies from various 
disciplines (for example see Akerstedt 1995; Basner et al. 2007; Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; 
Knauth et al. 1980; Szalai et al. 1972; Szalontai 2006). This proposition was empirically 
investigated in Chapter 8, which constructed a scientifically-informed measure of short sleep 
duration (less than 6.5 hours of night-time daily sleep), and identified the socio-economic 
characteristics of 'short sleepers'. Biomedical and epidemiological studies have demonstrated that 
being a 'short sleeper' has important health, safety and productivity implications (Chapter 1). The 
thesis thus examined the extent to which increased work and family responsibilities have additional 
negative outcomes other than time poverty and free time disadvantage.
Empirical findings confirmed that sleep duration is not constant across the working 
population, and that it is partly adaptable to individuals' working circumstances. This challenges 
the conceptual framework of time allocation employed by many time use researchers (Aas 1978; 
Bittman and Wajcman 2000; Burchardt 2008; Gershuny 2003), and provides strong support to 
previous theoretical suggestions concerning the importance of considering sleep in sociological 
analyses of everyday life (Arber, Hislop, and Williams 2007; Taylor 1993; Williams 2005). 
Multivariate analyses demonstrated that it is primarily men who are affected by long working 
hours, lengthy commutes, shift work and unsocial schedules (i.e. outside 8am-8pm) that are 
significantly more likely to obtain an insufficient daily sleep duration. These results are in 
accordance with those of the few time use studies that have recently examined socio-economic 
variations in sleep duration (Basner et al. 2007; Biddle and Hamermesh 1990; Szalai, et al 1972; 
Szalontai 2006). Considered in conjunction with the empirical findings on time poverty, results
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indicate that these contemporary working time arrangements have wide-ranging repercussions for 
daily life, as workers compress various activities and not only free time to meet their increased 
work responsibilities. An additional consequence of 'results-based' and 'fragmented' employment 
relationships is thus uncovered by the thesis, demonstrating the need for more inclusive 
conceptualizations of work-life balance within the social sciences. In contrast, sleep was found to 
be largely impervious to family responsibilities and caring roles, contradicting previous qualitative 
research that has showed that the gendered nature of family responsibilities produces gender 
inequalities in sleep duration (Maume, Sebastian, and Bardo 2010; Verm et al. 2008).
Consistent with the findings of previous studies (Krueger and Friedman 2009), Chapter 8 
found a higher prevalence of short sleep amongst men. This difference was attenuated after 
controlling for work and family circumstances, demonstrating that gender inequalities in weekday 
sleep are partly attributable to the different roles and responsibilities that men and women occupy 
in employment and family spheres. It was discussed that this finding is important as it shows that 
part of the explanation of differences in sleep problems is sociological (Chen et al. 2005). Similar 
findings have been found for gender differences in sleep quality (Sekine et al. 2006). Taking into 
account the strong biological underpinnings of sleep. Chapter 8 discussed the need for studies that 
consider both biomedical and sociological perspectives in a more systematic manner in order to 
produce a fine-grained explanation of gender differences in short sleep.
(e) Concluding remarks
These empirical findings point attention to the significance of structural circumstances and 
dominant gender norms and ideologies for the configuration of temporal inequalities in different 
areas of non-work time. The 'male breadwinner' assumptions that underpin the current British 
working time regime result in a pronounced gender specialization in paid and unpaid work, 
perpetuating traditional gender roles and identities. By documenting the negative non-work life 
outcomes affecting men and women workers, the thesis highlights the micro-level repercussions of 
current working time arrangements and gender positions. On the one hand, women's persistent 
relative lack of free time resources is an encapsulation of the unequal domestic division of labour 
and childcare that persists in the British context. On the other hand, men's stronger labour market 
engagement has diverse consequences, and the thesis demonstrates that it is workers in occupations 
that have been recently transformed by working time deregulation and by the arrival of new ways 
of production that incur the greatest disadvantage in free time and also sleep in order to fulfil their 
demanding job requirements and earn a living. Overall, results of this thesis suggest that 
inequalities in non-work time are a function of gender segregation in the labour market and the
217
household, and of contemporary changes that have occurred in the temporal organization and 
nature of employment.
10.2.2 Findings on the relationship of free time resources/free time disadvantage with 
leisure participation
(a) Time poverty as a leisure constraint: the importance of weekends
Having provided a comprehensive account of the distribution of different types of free time 
disadvantage amongst British workers, the thesis sought to examine their relative influence on 
workers' lack of engagement with out-of-home 'active' leisure pursuits (Chapter 7). This study 
moved beyond the focus on the socio-economic correlates of time poverty to an investigation of its 
lifestyle consequences, which has been previously emphasized as an important research direction 
for time diary analyses (Sullivan and Katz-Gerro 2007). It also provided an opportunity to examine 
possible interactions of time poverty with other forms of structural disadvantage (e.g. educational 
attainment, access to a car etc.), and to test the validity of the proposed time poverty measures by 
assessing the extent to which they capture workers' 'inability to participate in ordinary living 
patterns and activities due to a lack of (free time) resources' (Townsend 1979, 31).
Results provided strong support to the proposed conceptualization and measurement of free 
time disadvantage by demonstrating the detrimental effect of weekend time poverty on leisure 
participation. Being situated at the bottom of the free time distribution on a weekday but 
compensating on the weekend was not found to have any effect on 'active' leisure participation, 
controlling for other socio-demographic characteristics. In contrast, weekend time poverty was a 
very strong predictor of lack of out-of-home leisure participation during a typical working week for 
both men and women. Additionally, the effect of weekend time poverty was found to be almost as 
strong as that of persistent time poverty. It was also shown that working unsocial hours during the 
weekend (i.e. outside 8am-8pm) constitutes an additional leisure barrier for workers, which 
challenges the findings of a recent similar UK analysis that capitalized on stylized leisure estimates 
(Roberts 2002). However, this effect did not hold for unsocial hours' work on weekdays. A 
complimentary multivariate analysis that examined the influence of time poverty on lack of 
engagement with purely social activities (i.e. going to the pub, visiting friends etc.) gave similar 
results.
Results are in accordance with those of Bittman (2005), who analysed Australian data to
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examine the influence of Sunday working on different weekly social and leisure outcomes, 
demonstrating that weekday free time does not provide equal opportunities for compensation. 
Taking into account the profile of the weekend and persistently 'time poor' (Chapter 6), findings 
suggest that manual skilled men and working mothers experience more temporal leisure constraints 
than those in professional occupations. This challenges previous research that has relied on weekly 
estimates of free time and claimed that temporal leisure constraints are mostly concentrated 
amongst higher status occupations (Sullivan and Katz-Gerro 2007). The main message that 
emerges is that unequal access to leisure is primarily associated with unsocial work times and not 
necessarily long working hours per se, which provides strong support to the time poverty 
measurement proposed by this thesis, and is in agreement with previous theoretical suggestions 
regarding temporal constraints within the field of sociology of leisure (Roberts 1978). Results are 
in line with those of existing research on the negative family and leisure effects of unsocial hours 
and weekend work (Blakelock 1961; Presser 2000; Thierry and Meijman 1994; Zuzanek 2000).
These empirical findings verify the suggestion that the erosion of collective working rhythms 
has not yet been accompanied by a change in traditional community rhythms (Rubery, Ward, and 
Grimshaw 2006), as weekend free time remains more important for the capability to participate in 
leisure and other collective activities. Alternative explanations for the lack of leisure participation 
of the weekend 'time poor' is that the lack of work-free days may result in an unclear psychological 
distinction between work and leisure domains (Brown et al. 2009), and/or also cause fatigue 
(Harma et al. 1998).
The influence of time poverty on leisure participation was found to be independent of other 
socio-economic characteristics. The magnitude of its effect on men's leisure was almost equal to 
that of social class and education, whose influence on leisure lifestyles has been extensively 
theorized and is well documented within sociology (for example see Bourdieu 1977; Cerin and 
Leslie 2008; Dawson 1988; Havighurst and Feigenbaum 1959; Ostrower 1998; Riesman, Gitlin, 
Glazer, and Denney 1965; Ross 1980). The analysis thus corroborates that lack of appropriate free 
time indeed constitutes an important structural leisure constraint, as suggested by earlier leisure 
theories (Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 1991).
(b) Free time disadvantage and women’s leisure participation: an unexpected finding
Modelling the influence of different types of time poverty (based on free time duration) and of free 
time fragmentation/contamination on weekly 'active' leisure participation also provided an 
opportunity to empirically test the long-held contention of feminist sociologists that gender 
differences in engagement with out-of-home leisure pursuits is the result of gender inequalities in
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the command of free time resources (Bryson 2007; Deem 1982, 1996; Green, Hebron, and 
Woodward 1990; Henderson et al. 1996; Robeyns 2005; Shaw 1999). However, the influence of 
time poverty on women's leisure participation was found to be relatively weak, and analyses 
showed that gender inequalities in the command of free time resources are only moderately related 
to gender differences in leisure participation, adjusting for other socio-economic variations. 
Additionally, measures of free time quality were found to be insignificant, and did not explain 
differences within and between gender.
This was an unexpected finding, which does not provide support to feminist claims, and 
indicates that gender equity in the command of free time resources may not be the key factor for 
reducing gender inequalities in leisure and social participation. Taking into account that the gender 
gap in leisure and social participation remained the same for single men and women. Chapter 7 
argued that it may be indicative of other processes that lead to gendered leisure preferences that 
cannot be accounted for in a cross-sectional time diary survey. Given the importance of certain 
'active' and participatory uses of free time for the creation of human and social capital and for the 
reproduction of social stratification (Bryson 2007; also see Chapter 1), future social research 
should aim to identify the mechanisms that produce gender differences in leisure behaviour. At the 
same time, more studies examining different outcomes of gender inequity in the command of free 
time resources are needed in order to fully chart and understand the consequences of married 
women's temporal disadvantage.
(c) Free time and leisure participation in the absence of work roles: a different picture
Chapter 4 argued that an examination of free time and its relationship with leisure participation in 
the absence of work commitments could advance sociology's understanding of the distribution and 
relative value of free time resources. Chapter 9 thus investigated the free time resources and leisure 
patterns of economically older people over the age of 60, contrasting them with the empirical 
findings of Chapters 6 and 7 on workers. Older people were identified as a pertinent case study 
given the overall absence of time use research in post-retirement time allocation and the plethora of 
recent theoretical suggestions regarding an increased leisure participation in this life-course stage 
primarily driven by the relative increase in temporal autonomy from the absence of paid work 
responsibilities (Gilleard and Higgs 2000; Laslett 1987).
Results demonstrated that the distribution of free time resources changes considerably after 
retirement. In particular, gender differences in quantity and quality of free time are reduced 
significantly, a result of the absence of childcare responsibilities and of men's increased 
contribution in domestic work. Multivariate analyses identified a number of socio-economic factors
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that affect seniors' access to 'active' leisure participation, which were located within the wider 
research literature on leisure and ageing in the concluding discussion of Chapter 9. The analysis 
found that the influence of free time resources on leisure participation is negligible. Additionally, it 
was shown that seniors engage with 'active' leisure on both weekdays and weekends at the same 
rate, which suggests that the assumption of a differential value of free time according to the day of 
the week only applies to workers and cannot be extended to non-working groups.
The key finding of Chapter 9 is that a better command of free time resources does not 
automatically coincide with higher levels of 'active' leisure participation. Multivariate analyses 
demonstrated that the relinquishment of work roles has a gradual negative effect on leisure 
participation over time, controlling for other socio-economic and health variations. This effect was 
found to be more pronounced for men, and may be interpreted as a consequence of the loss of the 
'latent' functions of paid employment such as the provision of a time structure and a basis for social 
participation (Jahoda 1982). This finding is in accordance with theories on the impacts of the 
relinquishment of the breadwinner role on men's identities and well-being (Courtenay 2000) and it 
also provides strong support to earlier leisure theories that stressed the importance of considering 
free time as an opportunity for leisure engagement only for people in paid employment (Roberts 
1978). More generally, by inferring that 'too much time' can actually have negative leisure 
consequences (McKinnon 1992), Chapter 9 emphasized the importance of balance between 
different social roles for well-being, and underlined the difficulties of conceptualizing free time as 
a welfare resource of universal value irrespectively of its context (Horn 1993), as well as the 
weakness of current social indicators of time use that implicitly assume that an increase of free 
time is always desirable.
10.3 Methodological implications for future time use research
This thesis carries important methodological implications for future research on the measurement 
of relative time poverty with diary data. The analytical framework of free time disadvantage that 
was outlined in Chapter 2, and the empirical results presented in Chapters 6 and 7 demonstrated 
that time poverty measurement cannot uncritically rely on income poverty measurement 
techniques, given the highly problematic assumption of neutrality of free time units (Adam 1990): 
Results from Chapter 6 suggested that time poverty measures focusing only on free time duration 
are likely to obscure gender inequalities in the quality of free time resources. Chapter 7 confirmed 
that worker's lack of free time on weekends has more important implications for social and leisure 
participation than weekday time poverty, and also showed that more than 70 per cent of the 
weekend 'time poor' would not be classified as 'time poor' had a weekly measurement approach
221
been followed (Appendix B, Table B.3). These findings cast doubt upon measures that study free 
time without considering its timing and contextual characteristics, and demonstrate that the 
construction of meaningful time poverty indicators is a more complex endeavour than that of 
income poverty measurement. Coupled with previous theoretical accounts and empirical research 
on the significance of weekends (Bittman 2005; Zerubavel 1985b), results from Chapter 7 suggest 
that weekend free time should be given more weight in future measurement approaches. However, 
given that time poverty is a relatively recent and under-researched sociological concept, more 
studies examining outcomes of different types of time poverty are needed to substantiate this claim 
and make informed decisions about appropriate measurement, an issue further discussed in section 
10.6 .
It has been previously suggested that scholars need to abandon the idea that free time is an 
inconsequential residual that can be fully explained by working time alone (Clarkberg and Merola
2003). Indeed, empirical findings of Chapter 6 confirm that the consideration of unpaid domestic 
work is equally crucial for an informed understanding of the distribution and quality of free time 
resources. That time poverty is more prevalent amongst women despite their shorter working hours 
contradicts previous research that has made assumptions about individuals' time poverty status by 
sole reference to their working hours (Schor 1991). Results on free time quality also direct 
attention the the importance of moving beyond inferences on free time availability based on 
estimates of paid and unpaid work time. This thesis shows that this is particularly important when 
the focus is on people of prime working age, but not so for economically inactive populations that 
are unaffected by free time contamination (Chapter 9). Additionally, empirical findings of Chapter 
8 on the variation of sleep duration between different social groups challenge the common practice 
of drawing conclusions about free time from work estimates by assuming that sleep and other 
personal care activities are constant across the population (Aas 1978; Gershuny 2003, 2009), and 
direct attention to the need for more sophisticated conceptual frameworks of time allocation. 
Overall, this thesis demonstrates the conceptual and analytical advantages of directly analysing free 
time with diary data, which are missed by indirect analyses of paid and unpaid work.
10.4 Policy considerations
The majority of work-life balance policy measures in Britain focus on the successful reconciliation 
of work and family responsibilities (Perrons et al. 2006). By adopting a broader understanding of 
work-life balance, this thesis identified novel domains of well-being and unravelled hidden aspects 
of social stratification that should be considered by policymakers. Results confirmed that the 
British working time regime and the persisting gender divisions in domestic and caring
222
arrangements have important implications for non-work domains of daily life. Three specific 
findings appear particularly important for policy purposes:
1. Part-time women and time poverty: Part-time women's multidimensional fi-ee time disadvantage 
provides additional evidence on the negative repercussions of part-time employment on other 
aspects of well-being that do not fall within the work-family rhetoric (see discussion in Warren
2004). Results infer that the gender inequality in the division of domestic work which is endemic of 
the male breadwinner/female part-time caretaker family model leads to a pronounced disadvantage 
in part-time women's command of free time resources. This provides further support to the 
contention that part-time work in Britain should be modified into a 'family-friendly' working 
arrangement that simultaneously promotes gender equality in the labour market and the household 
(Boulin et al. 2006). An important step towards this direction would be the improvement of the 
poor wage rates and career prospects of part-time employment, which can be understood as 
important mechanisms for the modification of traditional gender roles in the household (see Stier 
and Lewin-Epstein 2000).
2. Temporal autonomy: Results from the time poverty analysis indicate that the degree of control 
over the timing/organization of employment has important implications for workers' command of 
free time resources, particularly for the risk of experiencing weekend/persistent time poverty. 
Autonomy has been recently conceptualized as a central tenet in the measurement of inequality in 
the command of resources (Robeyns 2005; Vizard and Burchardt 2007), while the importance of 
increasing employees' temporal autonomy and working time capability (i.e. the range of feasible 
working time options from which workers can choose) has also been discussed (Boulin et al. 2006). 
This thesis suggests that temporal autonomy may indeed be an important ingredient for improving 
workers' work-life integration, and should hence be considered by future policy initiatives.
5. Long Hours Culture: Results also emphasize the detrimental effects of working long and 
unsocial hours on free time, leisure engagement and sleep duration. The latter raises awareness of 
the importance of 'healthy working time' (Boulin et al. 2006), an issue that deserves more attention 
in the deregulated British labour market that leads a substantial proportion of employees' to work 
excessively long hours. Starting from the stricter reinforcement of the EU Working Time Directive, 
a series of factors that encourage long hours at professional workplaces should be addressed. Given 
the negative health effects and costs of 'overwork' and partial sleep deprivation, some type of 
regulation should apply to all workers, even those who 'voluntarily' work long hours (Boulin et al. 
2006). In this respect, it is important to consider that low-paid manual and routine workers often 
'choose' to forego the protection of the Directive or to hold multiple jobs in order to make a living.
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For this reason, it is equally important to address pay rates in order to prevent long hours in these 
occupations (Fagan 2001b).
10.5 Data Limitations
This section discusses a series of limitations relating to the 2000 UKTUS. Six different 
shortcomings and their implications are identified: 1) the short time period covered by the time 
diary, 2) the cross-sectional nature of the survey, 3) the absence of methodological studies on the 
reliability of secondary activity reports in the time diary, 4) the lack of accurate data on 'on call' 
time and work interference, 5) the lack of a more recent time use survey, and 6) some variable 
omissions that should be addressed in future time use surveys.
10.5.1 Short time frame and working patterns
Chapter 3 discussed that the detail of information obtained by the UKTUS came at the cost of a 
short surveyed time period of one weekday and one weekend day (see section 3.3.2). Sampling 
procedures ensured that a representative picture of a 'typical' weekday and weekend day of 
different social groups was generated, which enabled the separate analysis of weekdays and 
weekends undertaken in this thesis. However, this time frame remains short, failing to account for 
potential variation in working patterns between different weekdays, an issue that appears to be 
particularly important in this era of flexible individualized working schedules. Indeed, this is 
confirmed by Lesnard and Kan (2011), who derived typologies of workweeks by analyses of the 
weekly worksheet of the UKTUS, a simplified diary where respondents only recorded their paid 
work activities (see section 5.2.1b). Their study showed that a 'standard' (i.e. 9am to 5pm) working 
weekday found in a UKTUS diary is not a good predictor of whether the rest of the week will only 
consist of standard workdays. Unfortunately, because the UKTUS worksheet did not provide 
information on unpaid work and non-work activities, it could not be integrated in this thesis' 
analyses. Overall, obtaining a comprehensive picture of the organization of paid and unpaid work 
during a typical seven day period would allow a more fine-grained examination of the incidence of 
time poverty and insufficient sleep, and the identification of different weekly work schedules that 
negatively influence leisure and social participation.
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10.5.2 Measuring time poverty and insufficient sleep over time: a missing dimension
Cross-sectional time use surveys only provide a 'snapshot' of the distribution of time poverty and 
insufficient sleep. This means that the constructed measures of this thesis are essentially 'static', 
providing no information on the spells of free time disadvantage and on the longer term 
consequences of different types of time poverty and insufficient sleep (see Ashworth and Walker 
1994; Esping-Andersen 2000 for conceptual critiques of'static' measures of welfare). That time is a 
missing dimension has clear conceptual limitations, particularly for the study of time poverty: In 
the absence of longitudinal data, it is impossible to examine whether experiencing time poverty in 
the 'busy' years of life can have longer term health or behavioural consequences after the 
relinquishment of work and/or family roles, which could be understood as an additional source of 
cumulative disadvantage in later life. Such empirical investigations of time poverty's causal 
connections with different outcomes are essential for the assessment of its social relevance and its 
standing among other social inequalities, and for the subsequent inclusion of free time/time poverty 
indicators in multidimensional indices of deprivation. Given the theoretical and policy implications 
of this issue, future time use surveys should consider a longitudinal design.
10.5.3 Accuracy of secondary activity estimates
Chapter 5 noted that very few studies have examined the quality of reports of secondary activities 
in time use surveys (see section 5.2.Id). In a conceptual discussion about the meaning of 
multitasking, Kenyon (2010) notes that estimates of secondary activities are prone to measurement 
error, given that there is no conceptual clarity regarding what constitutes multitasking. Admittedly, 
the instructions given to UKTUS diarists did not provide specific guidance on how to decide what 
is meant by a secondary activity ('You must decide which is the main and which is the second 
activity'). Additionally, entering secondary activities in the diary was not explicitly identified as 
necessary (for UKTUS diary instructions see ONS 2003). This raises the possibility that omissions 
to fill in the second column of secondary activities in the diary may partly account for the absence 
of free time contamination found in the diaries of approximately 50 per cent of working mothers 
and fathers of the analytic sample used in Chapter 6. These topics should constitute the focus of 
further methodological research, while future time use surveys should provide more detailed 
instructions on diary completion, and emphasise the importance of filling in secondary activity 
columns. Such developments will render greater confidence in the results of empirical analyses that 
capitalise on secondary activities.
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10.5.4 Child-related ’on call' time and work interference
It is likely that the UKTUS did not accurately capture 'on call' time, which may further 
compromise the quality of free time and constitute an additional barrier for women's out-of-home 
leisure and social participation. 'On call' time refers to the time when the presence of the parent is 
required in the home should the need for care arise (Kenyon 2010, 47). Budig and Folbre (2004) 
have previously examined 'on call' time in time use surveys, and suggested that it is unlikely for 
diarists to report children studying or playing in other rooms or in the backyard in the secondary 
activity/'who with' columns. It is thus possible that the measures of free time quality analysed in 
Chapter 6 did not capture the entire range of temporal constraints from childcare responsibilities 
affecting mothers and fathers. Future time use surveys should include a question regarding times of 
responsibility for children in the diary in order to obtain accurate measures of'on call' time (Budig 
and Folbre 2004) and generate a comprehensive picture of the temporal repercussions of 
parenthood.
Likewise, diaries are unlikely to capture interruptions from work-related phone calls and/or 
emails, an issue that appears particularly pertinent for knowledge workers and other managerial 
and professional occupations, and may additionally compromise free time quality. Wajcman (2008) 
has previously discussed this issue, suggesting that technological development and mobile devices 
blur the boundaries between work and non-work domains and increase the likelihood of work 
interference, with implications for both free time quality and subjective time pressure. It appears 
unlikely for respondents to report such interruptions in the time diary, particularly when these last 
less than 10 minutes. However, it seems worthwhile for future studies to explore this issue further 
and examine the frequency, timing and distribution of diary activity codes relating to time spent in 
work-related emails and phone calls.
10.5.5 Data timeliness
Over a decade has now passed since the fieldwork period of the UKTUS in 2000-2001. Although 
this does not diminish the conceptual and methodological contribution of this thesis, it may render 
the task of policy recommendations somewhat problematic: Changes may have occurred in the 
working time patterns and circumstances of different occupational groups and in the domestic 
division of labour, while the relative significance of weekday and weekend time poverty could also 
have changed over time. A new large-scale time use survey is thus needed to document the 
potential effects of economic, demographic and policy changes on daily behaviour, and provide a 
more updated identification of the characteristics of the 'time poor' and/or the 'sleep deprived' in the
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UK. Unfortunately, the high cost of time use surveys means that they have low priority in the 
current economic climate, leading to an important gap in sociology's knowledge regarding time 
allocation.
10.5.6 Non-work activities in time use surveys: recommendations for future surveys
Time use data cover the entire range of daily behaviour and are thus likely to attract researchers 
from many different fields in the social sciences. A problem frequently faced by researchers is that 
time use survey questionnaires rarely go beyond basic socio-demographic characteristics, which 
can hinder sociologically interesting analyses of the diary data. Although the main reason 
individual and household questionnaires gather a limited range of socio-economic information is 
the burden of the diary completion (see Chapter 3), some additions should still be considered in 
order to increase the potential of time diary analyses to answer conceptually meaningful research 
questions. This section identifies a few omissions that have been noted during this project.
It is an important omission that the UKTUS did not include a generic variable on workers' 
control over their working hours and their timing like other European time use surveys that were 
conducted under the Harmonized European Time Use Surveys (HETUS) project (see European 
Commission 2004). This information would have allowed the analysis of Chapter 6 to formally 
examine the influence of temporal autonomy on time deprivation, specifically the extent to which 
social class differentials in the occurrence of weekend time poverty are related to class inequalities 
in work schedule control. Given the salience of temporal autonomy (for example see Fagan 2001a; 
Schieman et al. 2009; Warren 2003), future time use surveys should consider incorporating a 
relevant question in the individual interview, which would provide researchers with an opportunity 
to formally analyse the associations of different aspects of job flexibility/autonomy with actual 
time allocation.
Another working arrangement that may have implications for free time but was not fully 
captured by the UKTUS is home-based work. The time diary did not gather information on the 
location of paid work (see section 5.2.1c), while the individual questionnaire included a question 
on respondents' main place of work and on whether they occasionally conduct work from home. 
The latter was included in the analysis of Chapter 6 as a proxy of a spillover of work 
responsibilities. However, it would be preferable if respondents were asked to specify the location 
of paid employment in their diaries. As previously discussed in Chapter 2, home-based work has 
been found to erode work-life boundaries and may therefore be particularly disruptive to other
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daily life domains (Tietze and Musson 2002; Yttri 1991), and it is thus important to examine 
whether episodes of paid work within the home contribute to higher levels of time poverty and free 
time fragmentation. Overall, it is important that information on a wide range of working time 
arrangements and job characteristics that are prevalent in post-industrial labour markets is gathered 
in order to enhance the analytic value of time diary data.
Chapter 8 discussed the limitations relating to the measurement of sleep in the UKTUS (see 
section 8.4.1b). It was suggested that time use data inevitably overestimate individual sleep time, 
and that the format of the time diary may potentially yield unreliable weekend night-time sleep 
duration estimates. Additionally, missing data imputation procedures may result in the deletion of 
sleep fragmentation episodes from the processed activity-coded diary data. However, given that 
time use methodology constitutes the only large-scale survey method that can capture habitual 
night-time sleep, it is particularly important that changes in imputation and coding of sleep are 
made so that sleep fragmentation episodes are preserved in the data. Diary checks during the 
individual interview and stylized questions on sleeping patterns and/or disruptions on the diary day 
could also be introduced in order to ensure higher quality data on sleep, and allow a cross- 
validation of diary estimates. Overall, improved time use data on sleep could generate a complete 
picture of the prevalence and the socio-economic predictors of both insufficient sleep and sleep 
disruption, opening up new avenues for research.
10.6 Avenues for future time use analyses on discretionary time and non­
work activities
The final section of this chapter identifies potential directions for future time use research on 
discretionary time and non-work activities.
10.6.1 A cross-national focus
The generalizability of this thesis' results is limited to the British context. A number of topics could 
be investigated if analyses were replicated with time use surveys from different countries: On the 
one hand, a cross-national focus could examine the ways different employment relationships and 
working time regimes as well as patterns of gender segregation in the household, affect the 
configuration of different types of free time disadvantage and/or the socio-economic profile of the 
'time poor'. On the other hand, a replication of this work for other countries could examine whether
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the proposed time poverty measures carry the same validity in different national contexts. In this 
respect, it would be particularly important to assess whether weekend time poverty remains 
strongly associated with negative leisure and subjective well-being outcomes (if such information 
is available in respective time use surveys) in other countries, as this would strengthen arguments 
concerning the adverse effects of the de-standardization of working time in the post-industrial 
world. Overall, more extensive analyses of different outcomes of time poverty are crucial for the 
development of robust measures of temporal inequalities and for the assessment of the sociological 
relevance of time poverty alongside other types of deprivation.
10.6.2 A focus on couples
This doctoral thesis has investigated problems of work-life balance that may affect workers 
regardless of their marital status and living circumstances. This has meant that, in contrast with the 
majority of previous studies on time allocation and work-life balance concentrating on working 
couples, this thesis broadened its focus and included all British men and women in paid 
employment in its empirical analyses. However, taking into account that gender roles emerged as a 
major component of non-work time inequalities, future studies could focus on couples in order to 
provide an in-depth account of the experience of such inequalities at the household level. Such 
research would provide the opportunity for a more meaningful estimation of the 'gender gap': 
Instead of focusing on comparisons of men and women with similar employment or family role 
characteristics like this thesis, a dyadic consideration of differences in discretionary time and non­
work activities within real couples could be made. Empirical analyses could examine the extent to 
which free time disadvantage and insufficient sleep affect both spouses in the couple (for example 
see Troxel 2010 on the dyadic nature of sleep), and whether an individual's risk of time 
poverty/sleep deprivation is mediated by his/her partner's employment status, working time 
arrangements, and other socio-economic characteristics. By extending the focus to all couples of 
working age, this approach could also gain insight into the temporal circumstances of unemployed 
mothers with pre-school young children that were not examined in this thesis but are also 
potentially likely to suffer from temporal disadvantage and sleep deprivation (see relevant 
discussions in Chapter 6 and 8). Couple analyses could also be extended to economically inactive 
older couples in order to achieve a more in-depth understanding of gender differences in time 
allocation and use of free time following retirement.
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10.6.3 A focus on time wealth
This thesis only focused on time deprivation, examining the leisure effects of having substantially 
less free time resources than the 'average' worker in British society. Future diary analyses on free 
time could provide a more comprehensive mapping of the distribution of free time resources and 
also profile the 'time rich' amongst British workers, a topic briefly discussed in Chapter 6. This 
extension could provide insight regarding the occupational and family circumstances that 
contribute to 'time wealth', and also examine the extent to which having substantially more time 
than other workers leads to an increased weekly participation in 'active' out-of-home leisure and 
social activities. Such investigations would further contribute to sociology's understanding of free 
time as a welfare resource, and assess the importance of focusing on the study of its social 
stratification.
10.6.4 A focus on specific social groups
An important finding of Chapters 6 and 8 was that non-white workers face a pronounced risk of 
time poverty and sleep deprivation, which was only partly explained by the group's occupational 
position and family circumstances. However, the number of non-white workers in the analytic 
samples was small and the category consists of workers of varying ethnic backgrounds that may be 
characterized by different socio-economic circumstances, cultural traditions, and time allocation 
patterns. It is therefore important for future time use analyses that capitalize on larger samples to 
explicitly examine time allocation patterns with reference to ethnicity in order to shed light into the 
factors that provoke temporal disadvantage of workers in different ethnic groups. Another group 
that was not specifically examined by this thesis and deserves further attention in future analyses is 
that of lone parents in paid employment, which are also likely to suffer from pronounced temporal 
problems. Although preliminary analyses of time poverty in this thesis did not identify significant 
differences between married and lone parents, a more comprehensive study with a larger sample is 
required in order to validate these results and also examine potential differences in the risk of 
partial sleep deprivation.
10.7 Epilogue
By scrutinizing temporal inequalities in non-work domains of everyday life, this thesis has made 
an original conceptual and methodological contribution in the fields of work-life balance and time 
use research. There are two major repercussions of this work: First, work-life balance research
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should move beyond the narrow focus on the reconciliation of work and family responsibilities, 
and adopt a more inclusive conceptualization of'life' domains (Warren 2010). Likewise, time use 
research should examine the implications of persisting gender inequalities in the labour market and 
in the household for non-work domains, instead of assuming that gender equity in total paid and 
unpaid work implies equality in other domains of daily life (Gershuny 2003). Second, time use 
researchers should become more aware of the limitations of analyses of national averages and 
trends, and begin to examine how different working time patterns and family circumstances affect 
different groups of the population, particularly with relation to non-work domains that have been 
relatively under-researched within the field. Such approaches are essential to understand the quality 
of life implications of the contemporary temporal organization of paid work, and to identify the 
characteristics of the social groups at most risk of temporal disadvantage.
Empirical analyses of this thesis demonstrate that temporal well-being is multidimensional 
and thus very difficult to measure in a satisfactory way that accounts for disadvantage in the entire 
range of daily life domains. However, time use surveys provide a unique opportunity to generate 
empirical evidence regarding the occupational circumstances and gender conditions that exacerbate 
temporal problems in different domains, and as such constitute an important tool for policy 
purposes.
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A. ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 6
Table A.1: Working time circumstances and arrangements of workers aged 20-60
Men Women
% %
Sex 55.4 44.6
Time Spent at Work on Weekdays
<4 82 20.6
> 4 <  = 7 12.4 26.6
> 7 <  = 8 18.8 212
> 8 <  = 9 22.8 18.0
>9 <=  10 17.0 7.6
>10 20.8 6.0
Time Spent at Work on Weekends
No paid work (0) 66.0 72.0
< = 4 13.4 12.4
>4 20.6 15.6
Working Shifts
Yes 19.5 17.0
No 80.5 83.0
Unsocial Hours
Never 46.4 65.7
Once a week 38.8 27.3
Twice a week 14.8 7.0
Flexitime
No 75.1 82.0
Yes 9.1 12.0
Self-employed 15.8 6.0
Any Work for Main Job at Home
Yes 28.1 232
No 71.9 76.8
Total (n) 2,044 1,643
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
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Table A.2: Time spent on paid work by employment status, social class, and gender
WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS
Full-time Full-time
Managerial Intermediate Routine Managerial Intermediate Routine
Men 8hrs 17min 7hrs 56min 8hrs 34min Ihr 22min 2hrs 20min 2hrs 36min
Women 7hrs 52min 7hrs 21min 7hrs 20min Ihr 17min IhrOmin 2hrs 16min
Part-time Part-time
Managerial Intermediate Routine Managerial Intermediate Routine
Men 7hrs 18min 4hrs 18mm 5hrs 20min Ihr 54min Ihr 40min 2hr 13min
Women 5hrs 20min 5hrs 14min 4hrs 29min lhr28m in Ihr 12min Ihr 51min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Estimates exclude time spent commuting from and to the workplace.
Table A 3: UKTUS worksheet data: weekly time spent on paid work by 
employment status, class, and gender
Em ploym ent Status * Social Class M en Women
All 41hrs 5min 31hrs 21min
Managerial & Professional
Intermediate
Routine & Manual
41hrs 29min  
38hrs 19min 
41hrs 14min
34hrs 38min 
30hrs 25min 
28hrs 38min
Full-tim e 41hrs 37m in 36hrs 59min
Managerial & Professional
Intermediate
Routine & Manual
41hrs 35m in  
38hrs 37min  
42hrs 16min
37hrs 36min 
35hrs 7min 
37hrs 34min
Part-time 26hrs 3m in 22hrs 56min
Managerial & Professional
Intermediate
Routine & Manual
33hrs 52min  
28hrs 43min  
24hrs lOmin
24hrs 25min 
22hrs 51min 
22hrs 25min
Self-employed 43hrs 59m in 33hrs 35m in
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. 6.3 per cent (244) o f  the sample d id  not complete the 7-day w>orksheet.
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Table A 4: Time spent on domestic work by gender, employment status, and marital status
WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS
Marital*Employment status Men Women Men Women
All workers 33min Ihr 13m in 57min 2hrs 24min
Full-time
Part-time
Self-employed
33min 
Ihr 8min 
31min
Ihr 15min 
2hrs 22min 
Ihr 55min
58min 
Ihr 24min 
52min
2hrs llm in  
2hrs 43min 
2hrs lOmin
Married/Cohabiting 34min Ihr 54min Ihr Imin 2hrs 39min
Full-time
Part-time
Self-employed
34min 
Ihr 9min 
30min
lhr23min  
2hrs 29min 
2hrs 5min
51min 
Ihr 29min 
5 Imin
2hrs 32min 
2hrs 5 Imin 
2hrs 2 Imin
Single 27min 55min 39min 72min
Full-time
Part-time
Self-employed
25min
48min
30min
48min 
Ihr 17min 
Ihr 18min
38min
56min
42min
Ihr 12min 
Ihr 7min 
Ihr 2 Imin
Divorced/Widowed 57min Ihr 45m in Ihr 15m in 2hrs 30min
Full-time
Part-time
Self-employed
51min 
2hrs 15min 
59min
lhr27m in  
2hrs 25min 
Ihr 19min
Ihr 12min 
2hrs 23min 
Ihr 12min
2hrs 18min 
2hrs 55min 
Ihr 39min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied. 
1. Domestic work reported as primary activity only.
-
Table A.5: Time spent on childcare by gender and employment status
WEEKDAYS W EEKENDS
Employment Status M en W omen M en W omen
Full-time
Part-time
Self-employed
28min
Blm in
27min
35min 
Ihr 8min 
59min
47m in  
5 Imin  
35min
5 Im in  
Ihr 6min 
58min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Childcare reported asprimaiy activity only.
2. Workers living with children only; n = 1,591.
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Table A.6: Time spent in different forms of domestic work and childcare by 
social class and gender; various subsamples
WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS
(a) Domestic Work as Primary
All workers
Social Class M en W omen M en Women
Managerial & Professional 34min Ihr 22min Ihr 7min 2hrs 2  Imin
Intermediate 3 Imin Ihr 37min 52min 2hrs 24m in
Routine & Manual 34min 2hrs 9min 50min 2hrs 25m in
Married/Cohabiting
Managerial & Professional 34min lhr29m in Ihr lOmin 2hrs 35m in
Intermediate 3 Imin Ihr 40m in 5 Imin 2hrs 43m in
Routine & Manual 35min 2hrs 23m in 54min 2hrs 40m in
(b) Domestic Work as Secondary
Workers with Children
Managerial & Professional 3min 9min 5min 13min
Intermediate 2min llm in 2min llm in
Routine & Manual 2min llm in 3min lOmin
(b) 'Active ' Childcare (as Primary)
Workers with Children
Managerial & Professional 32min 5 Imin 53min Ihr Im in
Intermediate 26min Ihr Imin 40min Ihr lOmin
Routine & Manual 23min 52min 36min 50min
(c) 'Passive'Childcare (as Secondary)
Workers with Children
Managerial & Professional 19min 42min 49min 67min
Intermediate llm in 43min 29min 57min
Routine & Manual 18min 47min 27min 46min
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
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Table A.7: Logistic regressions predicting weekend time poverty of women workers;
alternative model specification
(1) (2) (3) (4)
OR OR OR OR
Age Group p=.15 p=.39 p=.46 p=.13
20-25 1 1 1 1
26-35 1.55* 1.40 1.47 1.09
36-45 1.62* 1.42 1.43 1.06
46-55 1.69* 1.48 1.44 1.60
56-60 1.29 1.11 1.16 1.48
Ethnicity p=.16 p=.13 p=.22 p=.40
White 1 1 1 1
Non-white 1.54 1.60 1.48 1.33
Social Class * p=.22 p=.93 p=.53
Managerial & Professional 1 1 1 1
Intermediate 1.00 1.11 1.04 1.01
Routine & Manual 1.38* 1.31 1.06 1.19
Employment Status *** *** p=.13
Full-time 1 1 1
Part-time 1.56** 1.79*** 1.35
Self-employed 1.51 1.56 1.45
Weekly Earnings (£) p=.62 p=.50
Less than 149 0.85 0.79
150-249 0.83 0.72
250-349 1.03 0.99
350^99 1 1
500 + 0.68 0.71
Missing 1.17 0.96
Unsocial Hours *** ***
Yes 4.04*** 4.03***
No 1 1
Working Shifts *
Yes 1.46* 1.52*
No 1 1
Age of Youngest Person in the Hhd * **
0-2 3.54***
3-4 3.76***
5-9 2.49**
10-15 1.55**
16-17 1.09
18 + 1
Marital Status p=.19
Married/Cohabiting 1.36
Single 1
Divorced/Widowed/Separated 1.05
Nagelkerke R square 0.01 0.03 0.12 0.76
-2Log likelihood 1835.73 1823.3 1718.85 1663.85
A -2Log likelihood, sig. 12.43** 104.45*** 55***
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
1. Significance o f difference from  reference categoiy * p  <  0.05, ** p  <  0.01, * * * p  <  0.001.
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Figure A.l: Fragmentation of free time across the week by gender and age of 
youngest person in the household
Source: UK 2000 Time Use Survey; Weights applied; Bars display percentages.
1. Workers living with children only (n=1,591).
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B. ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 7
T a b le  B . l :  P e r c e n ta g e  d is tr ib u t io n  fo r  in d e p e n d e n t v a r ia b le s  b y  g en d er;  
w o r k e r s  a g e d  2 0 -6 0
Men Women
% %
S e x 55.4 44.6
E d u c a t i o n
Degree Level Qualification or Above 21.0 17.3
Higher Education below Degree Level 24.2 2&3
0-levels, GCSE Grade A-C 15.1 20.6
GCSE below Grade C, City and Guilds Qualifications 6.8 5.9
Other Qualifications 5.0 2.5
No qualifications 27.9 27.4
G e o g r a p h ic a l  L o c a t io n
London 1 5 .A 75.1
Rest of UK 24.6 24.9
C a r  o w n e r s h ip
Yes 89.1 87.5
No 10.9 12.5
N u m b e r  o f  D a i ly  F r e e  T im e  E p is o d e s *
1-4 12.9 12.5
5-7 27.5 2^9
8-9 31.8 3^^
10 + 27.7 2T8
P e r c e n ta g e  o f  F r e e  l i m e  E p is o d e s  S p e n t  w i th  C h ild r e n  *
No leisure episodes spent with children 51.2 53.0
<51% 12.4 10.5
>50% 36.4 3&5
P e r c e n ta g e  o f  C o n t a m in a t e d  F r e e  l i m e  E p is o d e s  *
No contaminated leisure episodes 74.3 67.4
<26% 17.3 20.6
>25% 8.4 12.0
P e r c e n ta g e  o f  F r a g m e n te d  F r e e  T im e  E p is o d e s *
No fi-agmentation 18.8 8.6
<26% 59.0 50.2
>25%<51 % 19.1 322
>50% 3.1 8.0
T im e  P o v e r ty
Never 67.5 62.4
On weekdays 13.1 12.3
On weekends 12.8 17.2
Persistent (on both days) 6^ 8.1
T o ta l  (n ) 2 ,0 4 4 1 ,6 4 3
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
* Across the 2 diaiy days
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T ab le  B .2: O d d s  ra tio s  fo r  n o n -c h r o n o m e tr ic  a sp e c ts  o f  fr ee  t im e  d isa d v a n ta g e ;  
d iffe r e n t fu lly -a d ju s te d  reg ress io n  m o d e ls
O R 95%  C l O R 95%  C l
(a) Percentage o f Free Time Episodes Spent with Children
No leisure episodes spent with children 1 1
< 5 1 % 0.87 0.65-1.16 0.67 0.70-1 .94
> 5 0 % 1.09 0.88-1.34 1.04 0 .82-1 .32
(b) Percentage o f Contaminated Free Time Episodes
No contaminated leisure episodes 1 1
< 2 6 % 0.93 0.73-1.19 0.81 0.63-1 .05
> 2 5 % 1.02 0.73-1.43 0.91 0.66-1 .27
(c) Percentage o f Fragmented Free Time Episodes
No fragmentation 1 1
< 2 6 % 0.71* 0.55-.0.91 0.47* 0.31-0.71
> 2 5 % < 5 1 % o 1.24 0.91-1.69 0.74 0.47-1 .14
> 5 0 % 5.75* 1.26-8.42 0.65 0 .32-1 .84
Source: 2000  U K  Time Use Survey; Weights applied.
Significance o f  difference from  reference category  * <  0,05.
1. A djusted  f o r  age gi'oup, socia l class, education, ca r  ownership, geograph ica l area  
an d  unsocial hours.
T ab le  B .3 : C o m p o s it io n  o f ’sy n th e t ic ’ w e e k ly  t im e p o o r  c a te g o r y
4-CA TEGORYTIME M en W o m en
PO VERTY VARIABLE % n % n
Never - 1 0
On weekdays 3 9 .6 106 47 .3 203
On weekends 26 .3 6 9 2 2 8 2 8 2
Persistent (on both days) 100 135 100 131
Total (n) 312 2 9 7
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey ;Weights applied; Column percentages.
1. 4-category variable is based on combinations o f  da ily  time p o ver ty  status.
2. 2-category variable is based on the 60 p e r  cent poverty  threshold classification  
fo r  a  'synthetic' w eekly estimate.
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C. ADDITIONAL TABLE FOR CHAPTER 8
T a b le  C .l :  S o c io -d e m o g r a p h ic  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  w o r k e r s  a g e d  2 0 -6 0 ;  M o n d a y -  
T h u r sd a y  d ia r ie s
Men Women
% %
S e x 56.5 43.5
A g e  G r o u p
20-25 10.1 12.0
26-35 27.5 26.7
36-45 29.9 27.9
46-55 24.7 26.5
56-60 7.8 6.9
M a r i t a l  S t a t u s
Married/Cohabiting 77.3 72.1
Single 18.0 16.7
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 4.7 112
S o c i a l  C l a s s
Large Employers & Managerial 30.7 31.9
Higher Professionals 11.4 4.6
Intermediate 7.3 23.3
Small Employers & Own Account Workers 12.1 4.9
Lower supervisory 13.8 6.3
Semi Routine & Routine 24.5 29.0
W e e k l y  E a r n i n g s  (£ )
5-149 7.9 33.6
150-249 21.7 27.1
250-349 25.8 15.7
350-499 14.0 5.1
500 + 11.8 3.2
Missing 18.8 15.2
E t h n i c i t y
White 95.3 96.8
Non-white 4.7 3.2
E m p l o y m e n t  S t a t u s
Full-time 79.8 56.2
Part-time 2.6 36.7
Self-employed 17.6 7.1
C h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  H o u s e h o l d *
Y e s 44.5 40.4
No 55.5 59.6
T o ta l  (n ) 1 ,6 2 1 1 ,2 4 8
Source: 2000 UK Time Use Survey ; Weights applied.
Sample: 20-60 years old; Monday-Thursday; working day; n =2,869.
* Under 16 years old
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